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PEEFACE. 


The present volume differs only in a few verbal, cor- 
rections from the article " Metaphysics,” as originally 
published in the eighth edition of the Encyelopoedia Bri- 
tanniea. In estimating its character, with reference both 

to what it omits and to what it attempts to perform, it 

* 

wiU be necessary to bear in mind that it is but a reprint 
of an article written un^r specified conditions, as a 
portion of a larger work, and not as an independent 
treatise. The plan of the article, embracing Metaphy- 
sics in the mo'st comprehensive sense, together with the 
limited space allotted to its execution, redi^ered it 
necessary to attempt a general outlin# of a wide and in 
sdaxe degree ambiguous subject, which, in §ome respects, 
might perhaps have been more ptisfactorily discussed 
by means of separate treatises on ^its ‘subordinate parts. 
Some matters have thus been entirely omitted, and 
others very cursorily touched upon, which, undar other 
circumstances, might have had a claim to insertion or 
fuller treatment Thus, with the exception of some 
very slight notices of the modem Gferman philosophy, 
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no attempt has been made to famish any historical 
account of the progress and various phases of meta- 
physical speculation ; a task which, as far as the Ency- 
clopaedia was concerned, had in a great measure been 
already performed in Stewart’s jPrdiminary Diasertation; 
and which, besides, could not have been added to the 
present treatise without exceeding the reasonable limits 
of an article. And in what ha| actually been attempted, 
many important questions, especially in the latter part 
of the work, have been indicated rather than discussed : 
some hints have been given to stimulate and direct 
further inquiry, but little has been done to satisfy it. 
Some of these deficiencies it would probably be out of 
my power to remedy others, which I would gladly have 
attempted to supply, had I had leisure and opportunity 
for a complete revision, must at any rate be left as they 
ate for the present. Nevertheless, though fully con- 
scious ol^the imperfections of the work, I venture to 
hope that it mayfbe of sqme service in giving English 
readers a clearer apprehensidh of a subject which, in 
this countiy, has bee^ much neglected and misunder- 
stood, tod which* into whatever errors and extrava- 
gances it may at times have fallen, yet has its founda- 
tion in some of the deepest needs of human nature, 
and its superstracture in some of the noblest monu- 
ments of human thought. 
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METAPHYSICS 


■ HITEODrCTION. 

A MONG the various changes which the language of 
philosophy has undergone in the gradual progress 
of human knowledge, there is none more remarkable than 
the different significations which, in ancient and modem 
times, have been assigned to the term Metaphysics — a 
term at first sight almost equally indefinite in its etymo- 
logical signification and in its actual usa As regards 
the origin of the name, the most recent disciusiong 
appear on the whole to tionfirm the commonl^i^eceived 
opinion, according to which the t^pm Mdaphysict, 
though originally employed to designate a treatise of 
Aristotle, was probably unknSwn to that philosopher 
himselfl It is trae that *the oldest und bes£ of the 
extant commentators on Amtotle refers the inscrip- 
tion of the treatise to the Stagirite;* hut in the extant 
writings of Aristotle himself, though the work and its 
subject are firequently referred to under the titles of 

* Alemtder tn AriA. HtUn^ B. (p. 127, ed. Bonits). 

B * 
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Fvrtit Philosophy, or Theology, or Wisdom,* no authority 
is found for the later and more popular appdlation. 
On the whole, the weight of evidence appears to be in 
favour of the supposition which attributes the inscrip- 
tion fierh rd ^veru^ to Andronicus Ehodius, the first 
editor of Aristotle’s collected works. The.title, as given 
to the writings on the first philosophy, probably indicates 
only their place in the collection, as earning after the 
physkal treatises of the author.^ In this respect, the 
term Metaphysks has been aptly compared to that of 
Postils; both names signifying nothing more than the 
fact of something else having preceded. | 

The titl^ thus indefinite in its etymological signifi- 
cation, does not at first sight appear to admit of more 
precision with reference to its actual application. Mr. 
Stewart, towards the end of his dissertation on the pro- 
gress of metaphysical and ethical philoBophy,§ notices 
"the e^feraordinary change wfiich has gradually and 
insensibly takensplace, s^ce the publication of Locke’s 
* Aadepins^apud Bnuidi8,!i8<e^l«2fb, p. 619, b. 19. Bonitz in 

p. 6 . 

t "Titnlum vnlgstam ih, iterit ^uti non ab ipao obm Aristotele 
bis libm inscriptom, ade<4e8t reii^ile Qt pro oerto haboi poaait . . . 
Ad oidinem libromm banc in 8 cripti<Hiem referri, ut libii de prima philo- 
aopbia exdpera sii^ificentnr libios pbjncoa, commnniafere eat ac ?«»• 
aima interpretom Gnecoram aententia” (Bonita ad Arist. Metc^ pp. 
8 , 6 ). ILBavaiaaon, on tbe other band, is ofopinion that tbe name dionld 
be referred to Arietotle bimaelf, or to one of bia immediate diedplaa. 
t Cardwell’a ptefece to Tayemcr'a Poitils. 

§ Bee Sseytlcpetdia Britami^iea, Stb edition, vol. i. p. 227. 
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Essay, in the meaning of the word Mdoflvysies—a word 
formerly appropriated to the ontology and pneumato- 
logy of the schools, hut now understood as equally 
applicable to all those inquiries which have for their 
object to trace the various branches of human know- 
ledge to thein first principles in the constitution of our 
nature.” “This change,” he continues, “can be ac- 
counted for only by a ^change in the philosophical 
pursuits of Locke’s successors — a change from the idle 
abstractions and subtleties of the dark ages, to studies 
subservient to the culture of the understanding; to 
the successful exercise of its faculties and powers ; and 
to a knowledge of the great ends and purposes of our 
being. It may be regarded^therefore, as a palpable and 
incontrovertible proof of a corresponding progress of 

reason in this part of the world.” 

• ® 

This change in the pursuits, and consequentlv in thb 

language, of philosophy had been noticed shoif^ before 
by a philosopher of another qpuntry ii a very different 
spirit. H^el, in 1816, introduced his lectures on the 
history of philosophy in the folloiying words In the 
other countries of Europe, m^which^the sciences and the 
cultivation of the understanding have been prosecuted 
with zeal and credit, every remembrance and trace of 
philosophy, the name only excepted, has perished and 
disappeared. Among the Qermans alone it has main- 
tained itself as a national possession. We have received 
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firom nature the higher mission to be the preservers of 
this sacred fire, as the Eumolpidse of Athens were 
intrusted with the preservation of the Eleusinian mys- 
teries.” • ' Between these opposite conceptions of Meta- 
physics or Philosophy (for in the language of Hegel 
the two terms may be regarded as synonymous), it is 
not easy for an expositor to select his point of view. A 
definition of Metaphysics wjiich would include both 
would be defective philosophically from its vagueness ; 
one which would exclude either would be defective 
historically from its incompleteness. To omit the view 
indicated by Hegel would be to neglect the whole of the 

f 

ancient and a great part of the modem history of the 
science. To omit the view indicated by Stewart would 
be to overlook almost entirely the important share which 
the wpters of our own country have contributed towards 

* He^^s Werke, vol. xiii. p. 4. English philosophy, name and 
thing, is ^ecially honoured with the contempt of this critic. “ The 
natural sciences,*’ hegsays, **are in England denominated Philosophy. 
An English Philosophical Journltl treats of chemistry, agriculture, and 
manure, of housekeeping and professional knowledge, and communicates 
discoveries in these departments. The English call physical instruments, 
such as tie barometer an& thermc^eter, philosophical instruments. 
Theories, especially in morals and moral sciences, which are derived 
from the feelings of the human heart or from experience, are called 
Philosophy, as w^l as those which contain principles of political 
economy. Thus the name at least of Philosophy is honoured in 
England” {Ibid, p. 72 ; see also vol. vi. p. 13). In the same spirit 
are dictated his criticisms on Bacon, Locke, and Newton ; the latter 
of whom, he says, has exhibited in his Optica a perfect specimen of the 
manner in which experiment a]}d reasoning should not be conducted. . 
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the solution of the great problem of philosophy. Yet ihe 
reader who has perused a few pages of Aristotle’s Meta- 
physics or the later works of a cognate character, on the 
one hand, and of Locke’s Essay or Stewart’s Elements, 
on the other, will probably be at a loss to conjecture 
what possible common notion can be found to unite to- 
gether works so utterly distinct in their aim and method. 
A few preliminary observations on this point may, it is 
hoped, in some degree assist in throwing light on this 
obscure and almost imperceptible link of connection. 

Speculative Philosophy is divided by Aristotle into 
three branches — Physics, Mathematics, and Theology. 
The first investigates the special attributes of this or 
that body as such : the secgnd considers the properties 
of bodily figures abstracted from their material accom- 
paniments : the third contemplates pure existence, 
apart from the sensible accidents of matter or figure/ 
This division, howevert is one which could Hjbt have 
been made until after philosophy had fattained to some 
considerable development.* In the earlier^stages of its 
history, philosophy in general ’would naturally be iden- 

tified with one or other bf the aboife branches only, 

• • 

according as its first cultivators sought to explain the 

• 

* Metaph, v. 1. See also De Anirm^ i. 1. The distinction may be 
illustrated by an example. Suppose the object of contemplation to be 
a wooden square ; the physical philosopher considers it qvA wooden ; 
the mathematician, qud square ; the theologian or metaphysician, qud 
something which exists. ^ 
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piinciples and causes of things by means of this or that 
fundamental assumption. Hence it is, that while the 
history of Philosophy in its widest sense opens with 
inquiries identical in their aim with those afterwards 
pursued by the metaphysician, the history of Metaphy- 
sics proper can hardly be said to have conpaenced until 
the progress of thought, and the failure of previous 
speculations, led men to attempt the solution of the 
general problem of philosophy in a particular manner. 

Philosophy in general may be defined, as nearly as 
a conception so vague admits of a definition, as an in- 
quiry into the principles and causes of things.* Meta- 
physics has been defined by Aristotle (and the definition 
may be for the present prqvisionaUy accepted) as the 
science which contemplates being as being, and the 
attributes which belong to it as such.’f' The latter 
definition, while verbally resembling fee former, ex- 
hibits, fact, an important modification of it; for it 
implies that the progress ^of philosophy had necessitated 
the division, of things in general into beings, or things 
as they are, and phenomena, or things as they appear. 
The material principles asriimed by the Iordans, and 
the mathematical relations of the Pythagoreans, were 

' vepl r& vpQi 

i ifrokoLfipittowri wim-es. See also Hobbes, Computations 
Logicaf cbap. i sect 2. 

t Mctaph, iiL 1. *'BeT<y iirKn^foi ns fj detapei rh hp^hv koX tA ro^np 
'aM. 
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theories of the universe, falling mider the general con- 
ception of Philosophy ; but the origin of Metaphysics 
must rather be dated from the period when the Eleatics 
denied the reality of the sensible world, and confined 
the region of truth to the supersensible unity which can 
be obtained (^nly by contemplation.* 

Philosophy becomes synonymous with Metaphysics 
in the view of. those philosophers who regard thought 
alone as the channel by which men can attain to reality 
and truth — a point of view which predominates in the 
speculations and language of ancient Greece and of 
modem Germany. Our own countrymen have for the 
most part erred in the other extreme, and limited the 
province of philosophy too^exclusively to the investiga- 
tion of the phenomena of sense. And the result has 
been that, while in Britain the name of Metaphysics has 
been rescued from contempt only by an abuse of lan- 
guage which identified it with a branch of^diductive 
science, in Germany it is not unusual to represent the 
country of Bacon, Newton, and Locke, as one which has 
produced no philosophy. * 

The first step towards*a definite conception of Meta- 
physics was attained by regeirding it as the sdmee of 
real eoeistence. But this conception, li& the wider one 

Arist Metaph, y. 1. EZ fji^v itrrl ns iripa o^la srap^ rdt 

ffvt^€tmjKvlaSf if 4>vaiK^ hpletnf irpJbrr) iwurriifirf * et d* i 
t, aCrtf Tporipa xal ^Xocro^la i 
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of Philosophy in general, becomes in its subsequent 
process developed from different and even contradictory 
points of view, till the resulting systems appear to have 
nothing in common but the name. The notion of leing, 
as distinguished from phenomemn, corresponds in its 
original signification with tiiat which the mind con- 
ceives as permanent and unchangeable, in opposition to 
that which is regarded as transitory and fluctuating. 
Such an object of inquiry may be approached from two 
opposite sides. It is the real in itself, and it is contem- 
plated by the mind as such. The problem has thus a 
twofold aspect, as related to the conditions of being 
and to the conditions of thought ; and its solukon may 
be attempted from the one ,or the other starting-point. 
We may commence with abstract principles of being in 
general, and endeavour to deduce d, priori the essential 
oharacteristics of existence se ; or we may commence 
with arN^xamination of the a<^oal constitution of the 
human mind, andiendeavop to ascertain empirically how 
the conception of reality is formed, and what is its con- 
sequent value. And dther of these methods of inquiry 
may be so conduftted as in the end to lose sight of the 

« c 

original relation which binds them together ; and each 
may thus present an aspect of irreconcilable antago- 
nism, in place of the mutual pursuit of a common object. 
The d priori reasoner may pervert his conception of 
absolute being into a form which finds no counterpart 
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in the human consciousness, and, confident in the infal- 
libility of his own process, may condemn as worthless 
the mirror which refiises to refiect back the distorted 
image. And the investigator of the facts of conscious- 
ness, when his imperfect analysis has failed to discover 
the hidden element of reality, may proclaim reality itsdf 
to be a dream and a delusion, and the mind and all that 
it contains a mmre aggmgai^ of phenomena. Deceived by 
the apparent parallelism of the distant rays, the oppos- 
ing theorists forget that those rays must converge some- 
where in a common centre : . they forget that philosophy 
itself is but the articulate development of consciousness ; 
that from consciousness aU inquiries set out, and to con- 
sciousness they must all return. 

And such, history tells us, has been the actual fate 
of Metaphysics. The due to its distant mazei^ lost 
almost at the outset of the journey, became more and' 
more irrecoverable as the paths diverged more more 
from their common centre ; tilj its latent expositors on 
both sides were unconscious of its existence. If Aris- 
totle for a moment grasped the impprtant truth, that the 
laws of things and the law’s of thought were alike ob- 
jects of metaphysical inquiry,* the convi^on produced 
hardly any result in the details of his treatment : his 

* Mdaph, iiL 8. ^On fih othf rod teaX rod irepl Tdinit 

oderUu Bwpodwros ^ TitpVKtt^f koX vepl rtSv o’vXKoyioriKwv iorltf 

MvK4^aff$iUf dijXoif, 
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psychology allied itself chiefly to physics : his meta- 
physics, after its introdactozy chapter, deserted the track 
of psychology. If Locke laid the foundation of a better 
method of metaphysical inquiry, when he declared that 
“ before we set ourselves on inquiries of this nature it 
was necessary to examine our own abilities, and see 
what objects our understandings were or were not 
fitted to deal with,” * he prematurely excluded the very 
question which his method was required to solve, by 
asserting that we have no ideas of body or spirit as 
substances, but merely suppose an unknown substra- 
tum to our external or internal ideas.f The barrier 
thus mterposed between the sister streams o‘f thought 
was widened as each flowq^ on : the ontological philo- 
sophers of modem Cermany gloried in being not merely 


independent of, but even contradictory to, the testimony 
•of consciousness, while the psycholo^cal teachers of 
Franc^tnd Britain confined themselves more and more 


within the chatiued circle of phenomena, till D’Alembert 
declared tj^t the office of* metaphysics was to prove 
that all our ideas come from sensation;! and Stewart 
denounced the'in^uiries of ontology as “the most idle 
and absurd speculation that ever employed the human 


* Essa/yt Epistle to the Reader. t Essays b. ii cb. 28. 
t ** 1 a lo^tapbysiqae a pour but d’examiner la g4n4ration de nos 
id^es, et de prouver qu’elles Tieeiment toutes de nos sensations {EUm. 
de FhUoe, p. 148 ; M^lmgee^ roL ir., quoted in Sir W. Hamilton's 
edition of Stewart’s Works, rol. i. p. 404). 
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facrdties.”* But the principle on 'wMch this conclusion 
logically rests is, as regards the Scottish philosophy, an 
excrescence rather than an integral portion of the STstem. 
We may refuse to admit the unproved dogma which 
denies to the human mind any conception of substance, 
and yet avail oursdves of the psychological researches 
of Reid and Stewart, as a valuable, if an incomplete 
contribution to» the philojsophy of consciousness, and 
through that, to the solution of those fundamental prob- 
lems of metaphysics to which consciousness gives rise. 

As the metaphysical writings of Aristotle and his 
followers are likely to be but little known to the majo- 
rity of modem readers, it may be useful to add a brief 
account of the ancient methpd of treating the subject, 
which will serve at the same time to exhibit more 
clearly the chasm which separates the earlier conception 
of the science from that of the modem disciple of Locke 
or Stewart “ There is a certain science,” says j&istotle, 
" which contemplates Being ii^ so fax aj: it is Being, and 
the attributes that belong to it essentially as such. 
This science is not the same mtl^ any of those which 
are called particular scienc^ ^^ for none of these inquires 
generally concerning Being as Being, but each sdects 
some separate portion of Being, and contemplates the 
properties of that alone ; as, for example, mathematics. 
But since we are seeking for the principles and highest 
* PhUimphicdl Essays, Pxelimmaiy Dissertation, di. L 
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causes of things, it is clear that these must have some 
nature to^which they properly belong. We must there- 
fore take as the object of our inquiry the first causes of 
Being as Being.” * 

! A similar conception of the great problem of phi- 
losophy had been previously exhibited ly Plato in his 
sketch of the office of Dialectic — a science which, though 
differing in name and methojj, is in its purpose and aim 
identical with the First Philosophy or Theology of Aris- 
totle. In the sciences of geometry and arithmetic, he 
tells us, certain principles of numbers and figures are 
assumed by hypothesis as seK-evident, but not investi- 
gated by any process of reasoning; and from these 
assumptions the proposed.questions are demonstrated. 
But in dialectic the same hypotheses are employed, not 
as firgb principles, but as stepping-stones to some higher 
1;ruth and absolutely first principle, which is grasped by 
the inject without hypothesis, as that on which all 
other reasoning *ultimately depends.^ 

The problem of Metaphysics, as conceived by both 
these i^hilosophers, ^lay be perhaps more clearly stated 
in modem lan^a^e as follows: — “To determine Ae 
relation that exists between the subjective necessities 
of thought and the objective necessities of things.” In 

* MUaph, iiL 1. The same view is also exhibited more fully in 
V. 1, in a passage too long for quotation, 
t vi p. 510. 
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mathematical demonstration, for example, we start from 
certain axiomatic principles, of which, as mathemati- 
cians we can give no other account than that they are 
adf-evidmt ; that is to say, that we are compelled by the 
constitution of our minds to admit them. But this opens 
a further question. What is the relation of self-evidence 
to reality ? Is the necessity, of which I am conscious, 
of thinking in a certain manner, any sure guarantee of 
a corresponding relation in the objects about which I 
think ? In other words, are the laws of thought also 
laws of things ; or, at least, do they furnish evidence by 
which the laws of things can be ascertained ? Is thought 
identical with being, so that every mode of the one is at 
the same time a mode of the other? Is thought an 
exact copy of being, so that every mode of the one is an 
adequate representative of some corresponding mode of 
the other? Or, finally, is thought altogether distmcV 
from being, so that we cannot issue from the circle of 
our ideas, to seize the realities which those ideas are 
supposed to represent? Does anything exist beyond 
the phenomena of our own consciousness ) and, if it does 
exist, what is the path by which it is to’ be reached ? 

The ancient and mediseval metaphysicians adopted 
almost unanimously the d priori method of reasoning 
downwards from the assumption of abstract principles 
of Being, — as the modems have laid the foundation of 
the inverse method of reasoning upwards from the 
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phenomena of Thought. A short analysis of the principal 
subjects treated of in the Metaphysics of Aristotle will 
serve to exhibit the details of the former method, as far 
as our present limits will permit. In the order of the 
books we shall follow the common arrangement, which, 
though far from unexceptionable, is perhaps not more 
liable to objection than others which have been proposed 
in its place. , • 

The first book comprises a psychological account of 
the nature of science and its origin in the human mind, 
followed by a history of the researches of previous 
philosophers into the principles and causes of things. 
To this is subjoined a kind of appendix (the book 
known as A minor), containing an argument in favour 
of the existence of a first principle of things, and 
consequently of the possibility of attaining to a know- 
ledge of it; with a caution concernmg the method 
to be i^ued, and the necessi^ of accommodating the 
mode of reasonfng to thq nature of the object. 

The second book commences with a list of questions, 
which are to be ansiyer^ in the course of the treatise, 
and which may*be rogard^*as furnishing a sort of table 
of contents to the rest of the work,* They may be 
briefiy summed up as follows : — 1. Do the principles of 


* The oorrespondenoe^ howeTer, is by no means exact Michelet ob* 
senres " En g^n^ral^ il font remarquer ici qne remuneration et le de- 
reloppesnent des probiemes cratenns dans ce livie ne repondent pas 
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being and those of demonstration belong to the same or 
to different sciences, to one science or to many? 2. Are 
there other substances besides objects of sense ; and, if 
so, of how many kinds ? 3. To what science does it be- 
long to take cognisance of identity and difference, simi- 
larity and dissimilarity, priority and posteriority, and 
such like ? 4. Aire the principles of things to be sought 
in their genera, or in the jnaterial elements of indivi- 
duals, or does there exist a cause or causes other than 
matter, and separable from it ? 5. Are there the same 
principles of things perishable and imperishable, and are 
aU principles themselTes imperishable ? 6. Are being 
and unity the essence of all things, or must other ele- 
ments be added ? 7. Are th^ principles of things uni- 
versal or individual, potential or actual, active or 
passive? 8. Are numbers, lines, figures, and points, 
substances or not; and, if substances, do they exist* 
separate from the objects'of sense ? A further develop- 
ment of the difficulties involve<^in these >][uestions occu- 
pies the remainder of this book. , 

The third book is occupie({ w^th the sketch of a 

• • * 

ezaotement k leurs solntionB donn^es dans les antres liyres. Car bean- 
oonp de probUmes sent transpose ; quelqnes-nns n’y^ont qn’efOiear^ ; 
plosieors y sont r^nnis, k cause de I’affinit^ qn’il y a entre enx ; d’antres 
enfin sont trait4s en diff^rents endroits" {Exam. CriHque, p. 181). 
Tbe division of the questions themselves admits of considerable variety, 
liiohelet and Bavaisson enumerate as many as seventeen. Mr. Maurice 
{Mar<U and MeUy^iieal Fhilmphy, p. 188) reduces them to six. 
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Scieace of Being as such, which has for its object both 
the principles of things and the laws of reasoning. In 
it the philosopher maintains the truth of the logical 
principles of contradiction and excluded middle, against 
the objections of Seraclitus, Anaxagoras, and others, 
and establishes the distinction between .being and ap- 
pearance, and consequently between truth and error. 

The fourth book is an explanation of the various 
significations of several philosophical terms. The terms 
defined are, — ^principle, cause, element, nature, necessity, 
unity, being, substance, identity, distinctness and di- 
versity, similarity and dissimilarity, opposition and 

f 

contrariety, priority and posteriority, power, quantity, 
quality, relation, perfectioq, limitation, in respect of and 
in itself (jcaff 6 and xad" aino), disposition, habit, passion, 
privation, possession, derivation, part, whole, imperfec- 
•tion, genus, falsehood, accident. ' 

The*fifth book continues the sketch of a Science of 
Being which w&s comm^ced in the third. This science 
(called by, Aristotle Theology, and afterwards known 
as M^phyeics) is, distii^uished from Physics and 
Mathematics. * Being p^* se, the proper object of 
Metaphysics, is distinguished from other senses of 
the term, — such as accidental existence which is not an 
object of science, and truth in judgments, which belongs 
to thought and not to things. 

The sixth book is a continuation of the same subject, 
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Being, in the highest sense of the term, is identified 
with Substance, to the exclusion of the other categories. 
But vuhstaruse, again, is a term used in various senses ; 
sometimes for the essence of a thing, sometimes for its 
universal attributes, sometimes for the genus, sometimes 
for the subject of attributes, or the individual A dis- 
cussion of these different senses, and of the philosophical 
theories connected witii them, occupies the remainder of 
the book. 

The seventh book continues the discussion of Sub- 
stance. The essence of sensible things may be con- 
sidered in two points of view, — as regards the matter or 
potential essence, and as regards the form or actual 
essence, corresponding to the genus and difference in 
a definition. The unity of such objects must be sought 
for in the principle which unites these two. Intel^gible 
objects, which have no matter, are one by virtue of theif 
form. 

In the eighth book the distinction between matter 
and form, or potential and actual existence, is further 
discussed. The distinction between the potential and 
the actual is defended against,objections. The actual is 
prior to the potential in the order of ^ature and of 
reason, and, in one sense, in that of time also. It is 
prior in the order of reason ; for power has no meaning 
but in relation to performance. It is prior, too, in the 
order of time in the species, though not in the individual ; 
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for the powers of anything are produced by its efficient 
cause, and the cause, as such, is in action. Hence it 
follows, that the distinction between the potential and 
the actual exists only in relation to things perishable ; 
for that which is eternal cannot have become what it is, 
and therefore can never be potentially that which it is 
not actually. In other words, there is a cause of change 
which itself acts unchangeayy, and which is prior to all 
change. The chief good and highest principle is thus 
ever active, and there is no eternal principle of evil ; for 
actual evil is a corruption posterior to the possibility of 
evil. The book concludes with a discussion of the 

c 

nature of truth and falsehood ; the latter of which 
can have no place in relation to first principles, which 
must either be absolutely known or absolutely un- 
kno\pi. 

* The ninth book is a digression, treating of the opposi- 
tion between the one and the many. The various senses 
of unity enumerated in tjhe fourth book are now reduced 
to four, — the continuous, the whole, the individual, and 

c 

the uidversaL Un^y is identified with existence; and 
declared, in opposition tp the Pythagoreans and Plato- 
nists, to be not a substance, but an universal notion 
predicable of every kin d of subject in the several 
categories. The opposition between unity and plurality 
is shown to be not one of contrariety, but of rela- 
tion. The book concludes with a fiirther digression 
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on some points connected with the opposition of con- 
traries. 

In the tenth book, as well as in the ninth, the con- 
nection of the argument is somewhat interrupted. This 
book, in fact, contains little more than a recapitulation 
of matters treated of in some of the earlier books. The 
concluding chapters of this book are an abridgment of 
a portion of tHe Physics «f Aristotle, and appear alto- 
gether out of place in their present position. 

The eleventh book is the most important of aU ; and 
though apparently incomplete in itself and in its con- 
nection with its predecessors, may be regarded as con- 
taining an outline of Aristotle’s views on the profoundest 
problems of metaphysical philosophy. In tMs book, 
after some preliminary remarks on the nature of sub- 
stance, change, and causation, the philosopher resumes 
his inquiry into the nature of the first cause — ^the un- 
changing principle of aU. change and motion. Sensible 
substances, the objects of physical science, are subject to 
change ; and all change implies a progress uf the same 
subject from one of two o^posite*states to tha other; 
from not being to being, or the reverse. Hence change 
implies three elements : the form, the privation, and the 
matter potentiaUy susceptible of both. But change it- 
self must take place in consequence of some cause ; we 
must therefore add a fourth principle to the three de- 
ments. We axe thus led to the notion of a substance 
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wMch is the efficient cause of change, and this substance 
must he eternal ; for even change and time are conceived 
as imperishahle, and these depend upon a substance. 
The cause of change must therefore be a being eternally 
acting, and which, consequently, cannot be conceived as 
having a power to act prior to the exercise t)f that power. 
In other words, the first cause (as was said before in the 
eighth book) can never be petentially that which it is 
not actually. The first cause is thus active without 
being passive; it moves aU things without being 
itself moved. The action of an unmoved cause of 
motion may be regarded as analogous to tljat of an 
object of desire on the appetite, or of an object 
of contemplation on the ‘intellect; for these excite 
to action without being themselves acted upon. Thus 
the principle of change may be conceived both as 
first ca^e and as final cause or chief good, which aU 
things desire, and by the desire of which they are 
moved.* This first cause is God, who, as the highest 
object of intellectual contemplation, must himself be 
conceived as Intellect, as ever active, as living (for the 
activily of intellecttis life)v as immaterial, having neither 
finite nor infinite extension, and consequently no parts, 
as impassive and unchangeable. To this sublime theo- 
logy are appended some curious astronomical specula- 
tions apparently intended to reconcile the unity of the 

* Kif^fZ ^ Metaph. jL 7. 
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Divine Mover with the seeming variety in the celestial 
motions. To these speculations, which are chiefly de- 
rived from previously existing astronomical theories, 
the philosopher himself does not appear to attach much 
importance. Besuming the theological argument, he 
maintains tl^at the Deity, as an ever-active and 
imchanging Intellect, must have an unchanging object 
of contemplation, and as there is no other such object, 
he must contemplate himself The book concludes 
with a criticism of previous philosophers, whose opi- 
nions, as he considers, are irreconcilable with the exist- 
ence of one supreme Euler of the Universe. 

The fest two books must be considered either as an 
introduction to the eleventlj, which most modem com- 
mentators regard as the conclusion of the whole treatise, 
or as a controversial appendix, intended to fortify the 
positibns which* that book had established. The control 
versy is chiefly directed against the Pytht^orekn and 
Platonic philosophies, which sought the eternal principle 
of the universe, the one in the theory of lyimbers and 
geometrical magnitudes, the otHer in that of ideas. The 
details of this controversy,*part of whfch is little more 
than a repetition of the arguments of the first book, are 
chiefly valuable in a historical point of view, as throw- 
ing light on the Pythagorean and Platonic doctrines ; 
but they contribute little to the elucidation of Aristotle’s 
own conception of Metaphysics. 
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l^e Axistotdian First Philosophy, as exhibited in the 
above sketch, has certainly little enough in common with 
an inductive science of the human mind ; and its specu- 
lations will probably appear to a modem reader suffi- 
ciently vague and barren. But they have a value, 
historical and philosophical, far beyond tljeir apparent 
significance to a superficial inspector. They have a his- 
torical value, as representing the course of metaphysical 
inquiry which was pursued, with scarcely an exception, 
for nearly twenty centuries, and which even now exer- 
cises a legitimate influence over the minds of men hardly 
less extensive than its former absolute dominion. And 
they have a philosophical value, of which their Mstorical 
position is the index. Hoyjever wide may be the gulf 
that separates the ancient and modem systems of philo- 
sophy, they have this at least in common, that both are 
{^e produce of human minds, thinking under the'^ame 
laws, arid impelled to speculal&on by the same irre- 
sistible motive of yearnings unsatisfied, and doubts un- 
solved. Eac^ seeks to comply with the requirements of 
the same nature; eacji sets out from the ground of that 
common consciofisness which, in intellect no less than 

O I 

in affection, makes the whole world kin. “ Homo sum ; 

ii 

humani nilul a me alienum puto,” is a maxim no less 
applicable to the most abstruse speculations of philo- 
sophy than to the affairs of our every-day life. Philo- 
sophy, in all its aspects, is a contribution to the history 
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of hmnanitj ; an attempt, successM ox imsuccessfol, to 
cany out the great end and purpose of man’s existence. 
The study of the mastex'minds of the human race is 
almost equally instructive in what they achieved and in 
what they failed to achieve ; and speculations which 
are far from solving the riddle of existence have their 
use in teaching us why it is insoluble. 

Thus it appears that tiie term Mstapetsics has 
been at different times used in two principal senses: 
1. As synonymous with Ontology, to denote that branch 
of philosophy which investigates the nature and pro- 
perties of Being or Beality, as distinguished from 
Pkenommbn or Appearance. 2. As synonymous with 
Psychology, to denote that b^ch of philosophy which 
investigates the f amities, operations, and laws of the 
human mind. These two sciences may be regarded, as 
has been already observed, as investigations of the same* 
problem from opposite points of view ; but this feature 
of relation has been practically overlooked by the majo- 
rity of writers on either side ; and the link which is to 
connect the actual contents of bach remains still to be 
pointed out. One, indeed, but hardly definite enough, 
has been indicated by Dugald fetewaA. “ On comparing 
together,” says that distinguished philosopher, “the 
multifarious studies now classed together under the title 
of Metaphysics, it will be found difficult to trace any 
common circumstance but this— that they all require 
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the same sort of mental exertion for their prosecution ; 

the exercise, I mean, of that power (called by Locke 

reJUction) by which the mind toms its attention inwards 

upon its own operations, and the subject of its own 

consciousness.” This passage seems to point out a 

closer coimection between the different senses ,of the 

term Metaphydcs than that which it actually expresses. 

For it refers us not merely to a common method of 

< 

inquiry, in Hie process of rejkction, but also to a 
common object, in the facts of our own consciousness. 
But to exhibit this connection clearly, the latter term 
must be extended to a somewhat wider signification 
than that sanctioned by Stewart’s use of it. 

On this term, Sir William Hamilton remarks: 
"Aristotle, Descartes, Locke, and philosophers in gen- 
eral, have regarded consciousness not as a particular 
/acuity, but as the universal condition' of intelligence. 
Beid, on the contrary, foUowiag probably Hutcheson, 
and followed by Stewart, Eoyer-CoUard, and others, has 

c 

classed consciousness as a co-ordinate faculty with the 
other intellectual powers, distinguished from them, not 
as the Species from the individual, but as the individual 
firom the individual And as the particular faculties 
have each them peculiar object, so the peculiar object of 
consciousness is the operations of the other facvities thm- 
selves, to the exclusion of the objects about which those 
operations are conversant. 
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“ This aQalysis we regard as false. For it is impos- 
sible, in the jwst place, to discriminate consciousness 
from all the other cognitive faculties, or to discriminate 
any one of these from consciousness ; and, in the second, 
to conceive a faculty cognisant of the various mental 
operations, wij^hout being also cognisant of their several 
objects. 

“ We know ;■ and we hn^ thai we know : — ^these pro- 
positions, logically distinct, are really identical ; each 
implies the other. We know (i.e. feel, perceive, ima- 
gine, remember, etc.) only as we know ihat we thus 
know; and we know that we know, only as we know in 
some parlieular rtmrner {i.e. feel, perceive, etc.) So true 
is the scholastic brocard : — ‘ ^on sentimue nisi sentiamus 
nos sentire; non sentimus nos sentire nisi sentiamus! 
The attempt to analyse the cognition I know, and the 
cognition I knoh that 1 know, into the separate energies 
of distinct faculties, is therefore vain. 

“But the vice of Keid’s analysis is further mani- 
fested in his arbitrary limitation of the sp]iere of con- 
sciousness; proposing to it tlie ^various intellectual 
. operations, but excluding ^eir ob^’ectk . . . The 
assertion that we can be conscious of an act of know- 

f 

le^e, without being conscious of its object, is virtually 
suicidal A mental operation is only what it is, by 
relation to its object ; the object at once determining its 
existence, and specifying the character of its existence. 
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Bnt if a relation cannot be comprehended in one of its 
terms, so we cannot be conscious of an operation with- 
out being conscious of the object to which it exists only 
as correlative. For example, We are conscious of a 
perception, says Eeid, but are not conscious of its object. 
Yet how can we be conscious of a perception, that is, 
how can we know that a perception exists, — that it is 
a perception, and not another mental state, and that it 
is the perception of the rose, and of nothing but a rose, — 
unless this cormiousness involve a knowledge (or con- 
sciousness) of the object, which at once determines the 
existence of the act, specifies its kind, and distinguishes 
its individuality ? Annihilate the object, you annihilate 
the operation ; annihilate tl^e consciousness of the object, 
you annihilate the consciousness of the operation.”* 
Extending the term facts of consciousness, in accord- 
ance with the principle of the above criticism, to denote 
all th(^e phenomena of minif whose existence in a 
definite form, as operating of a particular kind, and the 
knowledge qf tliat existence, are identical ; we may find 
in these fieicts an ade^uafe object for the investigations 
of Metaphysics ih the most *general sense of the term ; 
and in this sense, accordingly, we would define the 

C 

science of which we are treating, as “ Metaphysics, or 
the Philosophy of the Facts of Consciousness, considered 
subjectively, in rdation to the mind knowing, and 
* DtsmssUmSt p. 47. 
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objectively, in relation to the things known.” Meta- 
physics will thus naturally divide itself into two 
branches, — Psyohologt, or the science of the facts of 
consciousness as such ; and Ontology, or the science of 
the same facts considered in their relation to realities 
existing withoitt the mind. 

Neither of these two branches of Metaphysics, thus 
treated, can be considered ^ exhausting the senses in 
which their respective names have been used. Psycho- 
logy, both in its earliest and in some of its latest develop- 
ments, has been treated in connection with physiology, 
and thus extended to phenomena beyond the range of the 
facts of consciousness properly so called. Aristotle, the 
first systematic expositor of t|jie science, enumerates, in 
conjunction with the threefold division of the facts of 
consciousness into those of sensation, thought, and voli- 
tion,* a fourth f&nction of nutriment and growth, the ■ 
existence of which canndt be identified with the con- 
sciousness of it. I perceive, and^/ lemw that I perceive ; 
I think, and I know thai I*think; I will, apd I know 
that I win : — ^these propositions we severally equivalent 
to each other ; but not so 1 digest, and */ know that I 
diged. Modem writers on psychology have treated it 

* 1 have ventured to use the term volition^ as neatlf equivalent to 
the moHvd principle of Aristotle ; though the connection of the latter 
with the will is but imperfectly exhibited in his treatise, owing to the 
want of a strict distinction between the phenomena of human conscious- 
ness and those of animal life. 
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with a aiTnilftr extension to physiological phenomena. 
Ontology, in like manner, has, in modem times especially, 
sought a foundation for its speculations beyond the 
domain of consciousness, and even contradictory to it ; 
nearly the whole of the systems of German metaphy- 
sicians since Kant being a series of attempts, more or less 
plausible, to account for the origin of the facts of con- 
sciousness themselves, by postulating a principle of which 
we are not and cannot be conscious. Neither of these 
extensions of the field of inquiry will be adopted in the 
present treatise. We shall, mdeed, have to borrow largely 
from physiology in illustration of the bodily conditions 
on which mental consciousness depends; but the two 
sciences will be considered as distinct branches of 
inquiry, though the conclusions of the one may throw 
some collateral light on the researches of the other.* 
>On the other hand, the transcendent^ method, which 
seeks to found a Philosophy df being in a point above 
consciousness, will be rejected, from a conviction of its 
utter inabipfity to furnish any reliable or even intelli- 
gible results. All |ucK theories are open to two funda- 
mental objectidns : — they^ chnnot be communicated, and 
they cannot be veriJBled. They cannot be communicated ; 

* The limits of psychology and physiology ate defined in an excellent 
essay by M. Jonffioy, Nomeavx Milomges PhUoiophiquea, p. 222. The 
phenomena of conscionsness, which are known only as affections of 
myself, belong to the former science ; those of animal life, which oan 
be discerned by obserration of foreign bodies, belong to the latter. 
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for the communication must be made by words ; and the 
meaning of those words must be understood ; and the 
understanding is a form of consciousness, and subject to 
the laws of consciousness. They cannot be verified ; 
for, to verify, we must compare the author’s experience 
with our own y and such comparison is again an act of 
consciousness, and subject to its laws. This considera- 
tion must serve as our apology for the neglect of 
systems which are indeed entitled by their celebrity to 
a prominent place in the history of metaphysical philo- 
sophy, but which cannot, except upon the groimd of 
their tru&, claim admission into a treatise on the 
science itself. 

There is a wide application of the term conseims- 
nm, in which it is coextensive with the whole cycle of 
human knowledge ; for we can know nothing without 
being conscious that we know it ; and we can investn 
gate no objects but those whose existence, real or appa- 
rent, must be made known to jis by consciousness. In 
this sense, what is out of consciousness i% out of the 
field of human knowledge altogeljier. But this con- 
sideration does not affect thp defimtion which assigns 
the facts of consciousness as the proper object of meta- 
physical science. For in other sciences those facts are 
considered, necessarily indeed, but secondarily only, as 
the means by which the direct objects of such sciences 
are made known to us. The manner in which con- 
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sdousness operates as the instrument of the physical 
sciences is not taken into account by those sciences, nor 
is the nature and veracity of its testimony called in 
question. Physical smence does not trouble itself with 
the inquiry, whether the objects which it investigates 
are«real or apparent j qualities of matter ©r modes of the 
spectator’s own mind ; whether they are gained directly 
or indirectly ; - by innate or acquired powers, by one 
faculty of the mind alone or by the union of many. Its 
researches are not in any way affected by the adoption 
of this or that theory of consciousness itself; though 
consciousness is the means by which its objects are 
conveyed to it In metaphysical science, on the other 
hand, consciousness itseKcis the direct object of our 
inquiries; and that in two points of view: 1. In its 
phenommcd character, in relation to the conscious sub- 
ject ; in which we consider the several affections of the 
human mind in which consciousness consists, and the 
faculties, operations, an4 laws, upon which those affec- 
tions depend. 2. In its rial ekarader, in relation to 

c. 

the ejects of which we are conscious; in which we 
consider the veracjty of 4ts testimony in referraice to 
things withoi^; the mind, and the indications which it is 
supposed to furnish of the actual constitution of those 
things. Of tliese two inquiries, the first is preliminary 
and auxiliary to the second ; both because it is neces- 
sary to know what the facts of consciousness are in 
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themselTes, before inquiring into their ulterior rela- 
tions, and because the light which the former inquiry is 
calculated to throw on the laws and limits of human 
thought will be of importance in determining how far 
it is possible to obtain a satisfactory answer to the 
latter. We commence, then, with the first portion of 
our inquiry. 
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PSYCHOLOGY, OE THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE 
PHENOMENA OF CONSCIOUSNESS. , 

CONSCIOUSNESS, in its relation to the subject or 
^ person conscious, is of two kinds ; or rather, is 
composed of two elements — ^the presentative or intuitive, 
and the representative or reflective. The phenomena of 
the former class maybe distinguished by the general name 
of Intuitions ; those of the latter by that of Thoughts, 
Presentative or intuitive^ consciousness is the con- 
sciousness of an indvmdual object, be it thing, act, or 
state of mind, immediately present before me here, or 
now ; that is to fiay, with a definite position in space, or 
in time, or in both. Eapresentative or reflective con- 
sciousness is the consciousness, 'primarily and directly, 
of a general notion or concept, indifferently related to any 
number of possible individuals*; sejpndarily and iiidi- 

redly, of one or more actuSl individuals conceived as 

• • 

exhibiting at the moment, in an imity of representation, 
the several attributes which the general notion involves. 
For example, I see a triangle drawn on paper. I need 
not know that the figure now lying before me is called 
a triangle. I may be unable to give any definition of it. 

D 
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It is enough that I see a figure, which I did not con- 
struct for myself according to any pre-existing notion, 
hut found there already constructed. This is preaenia- 
five consciousness, or intuition. The triangle is before 
me, as an object seen in itself, not necessarily repre- 
sentative of anything else. But, having seen the tri- 
angle, I gather a general notion of its figure, indiffer- 
ently applicable to it, or tp any other specimen ; and 
I imagiae a particular figure, at another time and in 
another place, as embodying that notion. This is repre- 
sentative consciousness, and in a twofold manner. First, 
the general notion is representative of any number of 
possible triangles, even when none is actually present to 
the consciousness. Secondly, the same notion is now 
actually exhibited in an image ; which image represents 
the original figure from which the notion was derived. 
The same distinction is applicable to mental as weU as 
to bodily phenomena. I feel Sn emotion of anger; I am 
conscious of its presence now, as a definite state of mind 
distinguishable from others! This consciousness is pre- 
sentatwe. When tjie angry fit is over, I meditate upon 
my past state* and recall *in imagination the emotion 
which I have experienced. This consciousness is repre- 
sentative. Fresentative consciousness contains two con- 
stituent elements — the conscious subject, and the object 
of which that subject is conscious. Eepresentative 
consciousness contains three elements — ^the subject, the 
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object (i.e. the image), and the concept or general notion 
mediating between them. A fourth element is implied 
as a condition, though not actually present in conscious- 
ness — ^viz. the original intuition from which the notion 
was derived, and which the object or image represents. 

The ultimate object of all consciousness is thus an 
individval ; for all intuitions are directly cognisant of 
individuals; and all concepts, to be realised in conscious- 
ness, require to be individualised in an image. Without 
the application of this test we should not be able to 
distinguish between the conceivable and the inconceiv- 
able; betijreen signs indicative of notions and signs 
indicative of no notions at alL I may define a triangle 
as a rectilinear figure of thrSe sides ; and I may also 
define a Mangle as a rectilinear figure of tvm sides ; and 
nothing but the attempt to construct the corresponding 
images can show me that the one term denotes a conceiv- 
able object, and that the other is an inconceivable piece 
of nonsense. The individual is thus the ultimate object 
of all actual consciousness ; in intuition directly, and in 
thought indirectly. To con^lete oflr explanation, we 
must therefore determine what ie meani by an individnod. 

By the term an individucd is meant, iik psychology, 
no more than an object occupying a definite position in 
space or time. It is indifferent, in this point of view, 
whether the several individuals thus distinguished can 
or cannot really exist apart from each other ; or whether 



36 


METAPHYSICS. 


the portion of space or time which each occupies is dis- 
tinguished from other portions naturally or arbitrarily. 
The leaf which I see before me is an individual ; so is 
the bough ; so is the tree ; so is the forest Each has 
its own position in space, which nothing else can 
occupy along with it. A chain of six 'feet long is an 
individual ; whether it exists separately, or only as part 
of a longer chain. Every link, and every fragment of a 
link, of the chain is again an individual, in so far as, 
with or without physical separation, it may be made a 
distinct object of sight or thought. What space is to 
material individuals, time is to individual phenomena of 
mind. I may feel anger or fear many times in succes- 
sion; but each has its own peculiar portion of time; 
and the passion which I felt yesterday, however similar 
in other respects, is numerically distinct, as an individual 
state of mind, from that which I felt the day before 

T 

yesterday, or that which I am feeling at this moment. 
We need not at present inquire whether each of these 
distinct individuals has in reality a separate existence 
apart from om point of^view or not. They may be 
independent uni^s : they may be fractions of larger 
units : theyc may be multiples of smaller units : they 
may be constituent parts of one only real rmit, the 
universe. They may be modes of my own mind; or 
they may be attributes of something distinct from 
myself. These questions belong to Ontology, not to 
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Psychology. It is sufScient for our present purpose to 
state, that whatever occupies a distinct portion of space, 
however arbitrarily distinguished, is an individual object 
of external intuition ; and whatever occupies a distinct 
moment of time, without extension in space, is an indi- 
vidual object of internal intuition. 

On the other hand, general notions or concepts, as 
such, have no definite position in time or space ; though, 
when realised in an individual act of thought, they must 
have a relation to the former, and may have to the latter. 
The definition of a triangle as a rectilinear fi^re of 
three sides, is indifferently applicable to a triangle in 
England or to one in America ; to one drawn on paper 
or to one engraved on stone ; \p one conceived yesterday 
or to-day. But when actually employed in conception 
it becomes my present thought about a triangle ; and this 
has its definite position in time, and is related to an 
image conceived as occtlpying a definite position in 
space. The verbal description^ of a particular coin is 
indifferently representative of all coins struck from the 
same die ; but two shillings of the s^ne coinage, though 
they may be undistinguishable^in other respects, are yet 
separate individuals, as occupying distinct portions of 
space. The general notion is th.\xB potentially representa- 
tive of many individuals; that is to say, it may, in 
different acts of thought^ be employed in relation to any 
member of a certain class ; but when actually so em- 



38 


METAPHYSICS. 


ployed, in any one single act of thougM, it becomes amal- 
gamated with the individual in which its attributes are 
united, and is only conceived along with the special 
characteristics of the individual Thus the notion of a 
triangle, as such, does not imply that it is equilateral, 
isosceles, or scalene ; but I can never actually conceive 
a triangle which is none of these, or all of them at once. 
I must conceive it as some one of them only. But, in 
successive acts of thought^ the same general notion may be 
represented in the imagination, at one time with three 
equal sides, at another with two, at another with all un- 
equal. The notion is thus not the adequate and actual 
representative of any single object, but an inadequate 
and potential representative of many. 

We have thus one characteristic of the concept or 
general representative notion ; namely, that it cannot in 
itself be depicted to sense or imaginMion ; though, in 
every complete act of representation, it forms one ele- 
ment of an image which is so depicted. The mere 

a 

notion of triangle, apart from the consideration of the 
equality or inequality 'of its sides, is not an object of 

c 

imagination ; hor the notidn of an equilateral triangle, 

Q. € 

without a given length of the sides ; nor, again, the 
notion of an equilateral triangle whose sides are each 
two feet long, without the additional limitation of its 
occupying a particular position in space ; — under which 
limitation it is no longer general but individual, and 
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can be constructed in the imagination as an object of 
intuitiom A second characteristic of all general notions 
is, tluit they regmre to he fixed in a representative sign. 
The general notion, as such, is not a sensible image, but 
an intelligible relation ; and such a relation, as far as 
our experience can testify, cannot be apprehended with- 
out the aid of language — i.6. of some system of signs, 
verbal or other. The casejof the deaf and dumb is no 
exception to this rule ; for language, in the above sense, 
is not synonymous with articulation. The mental 
development of the deaf and dumb is effected by the 
substitution of a system of signs addressed to the eye or 
the hand, ’in the place of one addressed to the ear; and 
this system performs precisely the same office in relation 
to them that speech performs in relation to others : it 
constitutes, in fact, their language. Language in this 
sense appears, aS far as experience can inform us, to be 
necessary, not merely tcf the communication, but even 
to the formation, of thought. The notion, as such, must 
be emancipated from all special relation to space or 
time. The definition of a triangje must not imply 

i 

where it exists ; nor the flefinition of* anger, when it 

• • 

takes place ; and this emancipation is never completely 
effected, except by means of symbols, verbal or other, by 
which the notion is fixed as a relation in the under- 
standing* We have thus, in the complete exercise of 
* The distinction between intuition and thought thus conesponds 



40 


METAPHYSICS. 


thought, three successive representations. The sign is 
representative of the notion ; the notion is representative 
of the image ; and the image is representative of the 
object from which the notion was formed. 

Presentative and representative consciousness, thus 
distinguished, must be considered, in their actual exer- 
cise, as indicating a logical rather than a real division ; 
as pointing out the element? of a perfect act of con- 
sciousness, which are separable in thought; but not 
two 1 distinct acts existing separately in practice. In 
every complete act of consciousness offered to us for 

analysis, the presentative and representative elements 

« 

are combined ; and without such a combination it 
would appear as if conscjousness, properly so called, 
could have no existence. To have a complete con- 
sciousness, for example, of any particular object of 
sense, say of an oak-tree, two conditions are necessary ; 
first, that certain impressions should be made upon the 
organ of sensation ; and secondly, that these impressions 
should be discerned as constituting an object ; i.e. that 
they should be sepai;p,ted from all other objects, and con- 
sidered by themselves as ^constituting a whole, which 
can be compared with and distinguished from other 
wholes. To the mere sight the oak is presented along 

to that noted by Leibnitz between intuitive and symbolical knowledge. 
See his MedUaiioncs de Cognitione Feritate et Ideis, where, however, 
the distinction is hardly marked with sufficient precision. 
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with the surrounding scenery ; hut to recognise it as an 
bak, the trunk must be considered separately from the 
ground from which it springs, and the branches and the 
leaves must be discerned as parts of the tree, and sepa- 
rated from the surrounding objects. The reception of 
the whole scene presented to the eye is an act of mere 
intuition; but the knowledge of each impression as 
being what it is, and the jcombination of a portion of 
such impressions into a separate whole, is an act of 
reflection or thought.* Neither of these two elements 
alone can constitute a complete act of consciousness. 
Let us suppose, for instance, the existence of a being 
furnished with human organs of sensation, but with no 
power of remembering, or ^^flecting upon the objects 
presented to them, and no continuance of any impression 
beyond the moment of its actual presence. It is prob- 
able that, in su^ a case, though diverse objects might 
be successively presented to the senses, yet there would 

* Cheseldon says of his patient, who Jjiad been couched for cataract, — 
“ He knew not the shape of anythiSig, nor any one thin^from another, 
however different in shape or magnitude. The language is ambiguous ; 
it may mean that he was unable at J^rst to separate ^he diflFerent objects 
in the field of vision from each other, qf it may ^ean only that he could 
not distinguish them by their right names, Condillac goes beyond the 
warrant of the Qiiginal in rendering, “ II apercevoit to^s les objets p61e- 
m61e et dans la plus grande confusion ” ( TraiU des Sensations, p. iii. 
ch. 5).- But Cheselden’s experiment, besides the want of precision in 
the report, is not decisive for other reasons : 1. Because a cataract does 
not produce total blindness ; 2, Because the other senses had been 
educated before the operation was performed. 
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be no consciousness of their diversity ; for such con- 
sciousness requires the juxtaposition of the objects in 
the mind, and this can only be effected by memory. 
Animals, trees, and stones, might be successively placed 
before his eyes. Pleasure and pain and fear and anger 
might possibly take place within him •, but as each 
departed, he would have no knowledge that it had ever 
existed, and consequently nq^ power of comparison with 
anything else. He would thus have no distinct con- 
sciousness of each object as referred, to a separate mtion : 
he could not say, This which I see is a tree or a stone ; 
this which I feel is fear or anger. His consciousness, if 
consciousness it could be called, would probably be no 
more than an indefinite sepse of uneasiness, a feeling of 
momentary irritation in the organ affected, but without 
discerning in what manner it is affected, and without 
distinguishing the permanent self from its momentary 
affection,* This is the lowest degree of intelligence, 
the germ of consciousness, but not itself entitled to the 
name ; as Ijping deficient in* the essential conditions of 
limitation and difference, not having realised the dis- 
tinction between subject^ and object, or between one 

* A state of ^presentation very nearly resembling this is supposed 
by Leibnitz to exist in his monads. This state he calls perception with- 
out apperception or consciousness, and considers it as the characteristic 
state of existence of simple monads, as distinguished from souls, which 
are capable of memory and distinct consciousness. (See Monadologie^ 
sect. 14, 19.) 
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object and another.^ But I6t us go one step further, and 
suppose the same being to be capable, not merely of 
receiving, but of retaining and associating together 
various impressions, though still destitute of the power 
of reflecting upon them. Let us suppose, that is to say, 
that the imprj^ssion once made may continue for a time 
in conjunction with others, and spontaneously recur 
upon certain occasions ; tjiough the subject of the im- 
pression is unable to set it apart as an object of thought, 
or to recall it by an efibrt of his own will We have 
now a second stage of intelligence — a partial conscious- 
ness, embracing a variety of objects and relations of 
similarity or dissimilarity between them : we have the 
recurrence, moreover, of certain feelings upon the re- 
petition of the circumstances under which they were 
originally excited. In a word, we have an association of 
intuitions. But the conditions of consciousness are not 
yet complete ; for memory, at this stage of its develop- 
ment (the of Aristotle), though it implies a repe- 

tition of phenomena, does not as yet imply^a knowledge 


* If the testimony of Psychology^is to be trusted, the sublime intel- 
lectual condition in which subject and object are identified, a condition 
longed for by mystics of all ages, and proclaimed asW;he basis of philo- 
sophy by modern German metaphysicians, is a degradation of man to the 
level, possibly, *of a zoophyte. Yet there have not been wanting philo- 
sophers to proclaim this lowest possible manifestation of animal exist- 
ence as the exaltation of man to the level of God—as the state of Deity 
contemplating himself. 
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that it is a repetition. An animal at this stage of Intel- 
ligence might, for instance, be beaten for a fault, and the 
recurrence of the fault might naturally suggest an ima- 
gination of the pain ; but this imagination need not be 
consciously regarded as a remembrance of pain felt at a 
former time. The reproduction would be spontaneous, 
not voluntary, and probably not accompanied by any 
conscious reference to past time. Let us now assume 
another step in the scale of intelligence, and suppose 
our imaginary being to possess, not merely a power of 
receiving and retaining impressions, but also of recalling 
them by a voluntary eflfort (the avdiMvrjai^ of Aristotle). 
This implies that the leading features of the impression 
remain fixed in the mind, independently of the presence 
of the object at a particular place or time. This is the 
distinctive feature of the concept or general notion, 
in which, whether by a conscious process or not, the 
mind abstracts the leading attributes of an object from 
the condition of limitat^n in space and time, and is 
able, under the guidance of those attributes, to recognise 
the object when presented to it at other times, and, 

k c 

under the same guidance, tp reproduce at will the image 
of the object when absent. Here we have the co-opera- 
tion of thought proper, as evidenced by a conscious 
recognition of objects as such, and of their several rela- 
tions to the one conscious self, whose permanence and 
personal identity is necessarily discerned in every act 
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of consciousness properly so called, as the continuous 
subject of successive modifications. This is the only 
form of intelligence which can properly be expressed by 
the judgment, I hrum or I know thai I know / and at 
this stage we have reached the point of true conscious- 
ness, in which the existence of a phenomenon is identi- 
cal with the knowledge of its existence, and the mind, 
in the act of being affected in any manner, is at the 
same time cognisant of being so affected. 

The above stages must not be regarded as correspond- 
ing to a chronological development of the actual pheno- 
mena of the human mind. Logically, perhaps, the 
several elements by whose co-operation consciousness is 
produced, may be thus analysed ; but in the actual pro- 
gress of the mind by education the several elements are 
so mingled together that it is impossible to point out 
any particular time at which one exists separately from 
the rest, or to mark thfe period of each new accession. 
Classifications, which we are unable to form for our- 
selves, are, from the earliest dawn of intelligence, given 
to us, already formed by others. The child, in learning 
to give names to the objects, placed before him, and to 
repeat those names at each recurrence of the objects, 
learns, unconsciously to himself, to perform the acts of 
reminiscence and generalisation, along with that of sen- 
Wtion, and advances by imperceptible degrees to a 
definite consciousness. To point out each successive 
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stage of the process by which sensibility gives birth to 
intuition, and intuition to thought, is as impossible as to 
determine the several moments at which the same child 
receives each successive increase of his stature, or each 
successive development of his bodily powers. The 
min d, like the body, acquires its functions-by insensible 
degrees, “unseen, yet crescive in its faculty,” and we 
find ourselves in the possessien and exercise of nature’s 
gifts without being able to say how we acquired them. 

Consciousness proper, as above described, must 
possess in some degree the attributes of dearness and 
distinctness. Using the same term in a wider and less 
accurate sense, we may distinguish between an obscme 
or an indistinct, and a dear* or a. distinct consciousness. 
An act of consciousness, whether presentative or repre- 
sentative, is dear when its object as a whole can be dis- 

r 

tinguished from any other ; when this cannot be done, 
it is obscure. An act of consciousness is distinct when 
the several parts constituting its object can be dis- 
tinguished feom each other ; when this is not the case, 

it is indistinct."*^ Tc- form a clear or distinct conscious- 

< < 

ness, an act of reflection must accompany the intuition. 
An obscure qr indistinct consciousness may in some 
degree be obtained by intuition alone. The latter con- 

* The difference between clear and ohacure^ distinct and indistiM 
or coinfused cognitions is due to Leibnitz. (See his Mediiaiiones de 
Cognitione Veritate et 1dm.) 
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tains all the materials of the former, though not dis- 
posed in the same relations to each other. In an 
obscure or indistinct intuition we may he dimly aware 
of the existence of differences of some kind, but be 
unable to say what they are. In order to obtain this 
latter knowledge the first step must be to separate our 
confused intuition into distinct portions; and in per- 
forming this task we are, aii a matter of fact, invariably 
assisted by the distinctions of language ; that is to say, 
by a classification already performed by the reflection 
of others. By learning to recognise under their names 
the different portions of a confused intuition, we take 
the first step towards a clear and distinct consciousness 
of things and thoughts, It, is obvious, however, from 
what has been said before, that the terms dear and 
distinct are rather relative than absolute, and that a 
perfectly obscure consciousness is no consciousness at 
all in the proper sense of the term. 

» 

ORIGIN or LANGUAGE. * 

9 

§ * 

What has been said co^j^ceming the relation of 
thought to language may perhaps suggest two other 
questions which have often been discussed without any 
satisfactory answer. It may be asked, in the first place, 
how we are to account for the origin of language itseh^ 
and how the distinctions which language now helps us 
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to make could themselves have been made available in 
the original imposition of names; and, in the second 
place, it may be asked how the different phenomena of 
consciousness can be distinguished from each other by 
the lower animals, who have no nomenclature to assist 
them. Both these questions admit of piany ingenious 
conjectures, but of no scientific answer. And the reason 
is obvious ; for both relatg to states of consciousness 
which we never have experienced and never can, and 
which are so utterly unlike our own, that we have no 
reliable data for examining them. To conceive an in- 
ventor of language, we must conceive a man existing in 

(• 

the full maturity of his faculties ; those faculties not 
having been developed by any of the means that are in- 
dispensable now, and consequently not having assumed 
the same form in their development. Such a being is 
to ns as inconceivable as one of a ‘^wholly different 
mental constitution. His '•thoughts are not our 
thoughts ; his conditions of speech are not ours. Our 
experiencecis so unlike what his must have been, that 
it will but mislead us*if we reason from it ; and if we 
conjecture without the aid of experience, we deal in 
fiction, not in philosophy. Nor is the difi&culty lessened 
if we suppose language to have been of divine origin ; 
for the real problem is, not to determine how the system 
of signs came into being, but how man learnt to asso- 
ciate it with his own distinctions of thought ; or how, 
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independently of it, he came to have such distinctions 
at all. The origin of language must ever remain a 
mystery ; but it is a mystery which has its parallel in 
every other phenomenon of the sensible or intelligible 
world ; for of all, while the existence is undeniable, the 
generation is inconceivable. That a man living in soli- 
tude from his earliest infancy, supposing him to be pre- 
served to animal maturity, pr any number of such men 
brought together into a separate society, apart from 
other men, could never acquire the mental power to 
invent a language, seems as nearly certain as such a 
point can be. Beyond this we have no means of specu- 
lating on the origin of language at all. Nor are we 
much better off in relation to^the second question, as to 
the mental condition of the lower animals. To analyse 
a dog’s consciousness, it is necessary that we should 
have a dog’s conSciousness ourselves ; and, besides this, 
that we should retain a distinct recollection of it after 
we have acquired a human one. The dog can distin- 
guish his master from a stranger ; that is clear. He can 
be educated by associations of pgiin or pleasure ; that is 
clear also. But when conscious of his master’s pre- 
sence, does he recognise him as a being distinct from all 
other objects — as an object that can be observed or con- 
templated alone ? When he is uneasy at losing him, 
has he a distinct consciousness of what it is that he 
wants ? When he is educated, does he consciously re- 
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present to himself the association between tit-hits and 
sitting upright ? And if he does so, does he do it by 
the aid of any system of representative signs, which, 
though unintelligible to us, performs an office analogous 
to that of human language ?* In a word, does his state 
of intelligence more nearly resemble the, second or the 
third stage of our supposed development of conscious- 
ness ? Instinct resembles reason in many of its results ; 
does it therefore resemble it in its manner of obtaining 
them ? We may speak positively on these points with 
all the hardihood of ignorance ; but in doing so, we are 
speculating on the nature of an intelligence different 
from our own, and whose conditions caimot even be 


* Mr, Morell states positively the view which we have only ven- 
tured to hint interrogatively. “ While the brute perceives objects, and 
acts in reference to them only instinctivelyy either for the satisfaction of 
its appetites, or for self-preservation ; a conscious separation is instantly 
ej0fected by the hurmn faculty between Jthe subject and the object. In 
this separation lies the first distinctive act of human intelligence^ an act 
to which there soon succeeds ai^apprehension of qualities in the external 
object, totally ^different from any intelligence that can take place in the 
case of the lower animals. The animal does not think within itself, I 
am a dog or a horse, an& that is a hare or a corn-field ; it is simply im- 
pelled hy the force of instinct towards the object, without any apprehen- 
sion of its own personality, as distinct from the thing presented to it. 
On the other htind, the child or the savage, without the least culture 
whatever, conaciously separates self from the objective world in the very 
first distinct act of perceptum ; and it is exactly here, in this very act, 
that the vrUeUectual quedity of perception is first manifested [Elements 
of Fsychologyy p. 141). Compare, for a similar view, Hegel, Bncykl. § 
24 ( Werhcy vi. p. 47). 
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conjectured, except by the arbitrary assumption of its 
partial similarity to our own. 

Human consciousness, then, in the only form in 
which it can be examined and described, is a compound 
of various elements, of whose separate action, if it ever 
existed, we retain no remembrance, and therefore no 
power of reproducing in thought. It is impossible to 
have a distinct conception lof an act of pure sensation — 
ix. of an affection of the organs of sense only, unaccom- 
panied by reflection upon it ; for such an affection, 
though possibly the earliest step in our mental develop- 
ment, could not at that time be recognised as such, nor 
leave traces that could be recognised afterwards. Our 
personal consciousness, Jike the air we breathe, comes to 
us as a compound ; and we can no more be conscious of 
the actual presence of its several elements than we can 
inhale an atmosphere of pure azote. Hence it follows 
that in distinguishing afld describing the several pheno- 
mena of consciousness, we mu^t describe them accord- 
ing to their predominant iharacteristice a^ compounds^ 
not according to their separate natui^s as simples. The 
phenomena, for example, of segisation^are so called from 
their prominent feature ; the presence, th^t is to say, of 
an object affecting in a certain way the organs of sense; 
though the consciousness of the manner of that affection 
in each case, and consequently its existence as a dis- 
tinct phenomenon, depend likewise upon the co-opera- 
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tion of other faculties, which play a necessary though 
a subordinate part. The neglect of this consideration 
constitutes the weak point 'in Condillac's celebrated 
hypothesis of the statue becoming conscious. He starts 
with the assumption that the possession of a single 
organ of sense is sufficient for the discernment of dis- 
tinct sensations as such, for remembrance and compari- 
son of various sensations, fof the preference of one to 
another, for voluntary efforts to recall them, and for self- 
consciousness throughout. Whereas, in truth, though 
the existence of the sensation in a perfect state is iden- 
tical with the consciousness of that existence, y’et we are 
by no means warranted in assuming that either can be 
brought into that state byt the pperation of an isolated 
organ of sense. With this preliminary caution as to the 
relation of the several faculties and acts of conscious- 
ness to each other — a caution which must be carefully 
borne in mind throughout — vfe shall now proceed to 
examine and describe IJie various phenomena of con- 
sciousness ^separately, so faf, at least, as separation in 

this case is possible. 

• • 

t • 

OF PEESfiNTATIVE OE INTDITIVE CONSCIOUSNESS. 

The distinctive feature of presentative consciousness 
consists in the fact that it is caused by the actual pre- 
sence of an individual object, whether thing, act, or state 
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of mind, occupying a definite position in time, or in 
space, or in both. It is true that this object is not dis- 
cerned as such, and the consciousness of it, therefore, is 
not fully realised without the co-operation of the repre- 
sentative faculties ; and it is true also that representa- 
tive consciousness, when complete, is exhibited in an 
individual unity of representation ; but as the presence 
of the individual object is tn the one case the principal, 
in the other only an accessory feature ; and as in the 
one it may be regarded as the cause, in the other as the 
effect of the accompanying consciousness, it furnishes a 
suflBcient principle of distinction between the two. We 
shall therefore class under the general denomination of 
IviuUions, all those states of*consciousness in which the 
actual presence of an object, within or without the mind, 
is the primary fact which leads to its recognition as such, 
by the subject; and from these wiH. be distinguished, 
under the name of TWoughts, all those states of con- 
sciousness in which the presqjice of the object is the 
result of a representative act on the part ofcthe subject. 
In the former case, the presence of* the object is invo- 
luntary ; in the latter it is voluntary. In both, the pre- 
sentative and representative faculties act ii^combination, 
for this is the condition of all complete consciousness ; 
but in the former case the object is given to, in the latter 
it is given "by, the conscious act. For example, while I 
am in the company of a friend, I have by sight an intui- 
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tire consciousness of his presence. I do not cause his 
presence by any mental effort of my awn ; it is ffiven to 
me ; and so long as my eye is turned towards him, I 
caniiot help seeing him. But if I am thinking of an 
absent person, and endeavour to recall to mind his fea- 
tures, I make a volimtary effort, and thereby bring into 
consciousness a mental image which becomes internally 
now present ; but the presentation is one of my own 
making, constructed by means of the reflective or repre- 
sentative faculty. In adopting the term presentation or 
intuition, to express the consciousness of any individual 
affection of the mind, a writer may be liable to the 
charge of innovation, in what was, at least in the last 
generation, the established rlanguage of English philoso- 
phy. But in this case necessity has no law. We need 
a term which shall indifferently express the presence of 
an individual sight or sound in the eye or ear, and of 
an individual emotion or volitifln in the mind ; and if 
none such exists in current use, there is no resource but 
to coin one.» It may be added, that if such a term had 

e 

been in use in the ^ays of Locke, his writings need not 
* € 

have been liable, to the perpetual misunderstanding 
which arises ^rom his ambiguous use of the term reflec- 
tion. The same apology must serve for the occasional 
introduction of other philosophical terms, which, though 
gradually coming into use, are hardly as yet in general 
circulation. 
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Preaentative consciousness, thus distinguished, ap- 
pears, like all consciousness, in the form of a relation 
between the subject or person conscious, and the object, 
or that of which he is conscious. These two terms are 
correlative to each other, and imply each other. The 
subject is a subject to the object, and the object is an 
object to the subject.* The subject can only be con- 
scious by knowing itself t® be affected in a particular 
manner by an object ; the object can only be known as 
affecting the subject in a particular manner. Thus the 
two are given in relation as mutually determining and 
determined by each other. We are affected in various 
manners by various objects presented to us. But these 
objects again exist for jis asi objects, only in so far as 
they are discerned by our faculties of consciousness. 
The subject and the object are thus only cognisable as 
existii^ in and affected by their mutual relation. We 
cannot be conscious of pure ego, or subject affected in 

* A word in passing on the often us^ and often misused terms ml- 
jectiye and objective. All consciousness has a subject^nd an object ; 
but sometimes the object determines the*chai;^cter'of the subject and 
sometimes the subject determines the character of the object. In the 
former case the product is objective^ the Jatter it is subjective. 
Thus, a nervous affection dependent on the constitution of my animated 
organism is subjective ; a quality perceived or conceived as existing in 
the constitution of the object is objective : a code of morality which 
allows each man to fix his own standard of right and wrong, is subjec- 
tive ; one which requires the opinions of men to conform to a rule in- 
dependent of themselves, is objective. This explanation, however, 
applies only to the modem signification of the terms. 
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no particular manner; nor yet of a pure mm ego, or 
object out of relation to our own cognitive powers. 
Hence arises a distinction between ^Awomena, or tilings 
in consciousness, and things in themselves, or things out 
pf consciousness. We know the object only as it stands 
in relation to our faculties, and is modified by them. 
We are not sure that, if our faculties were altered, the 
same things would appear ^ us in the same form as 
they do now : we are not sure that they do appear in 
the same form to all existing intelligent beings ; for we 
know not how far the faculties of other beings resemble 
our own. But, on the other hand, we have no right to 
dogmatise on the negative side, and to assume, with 
equal absence of ground, (that things are not in them- 
selves as they appear to us. This question, however, 
belongs to Ontology, and will be examined in its proper 

r 

place. Psychology is concerned with the phermmena 
of consciousness as such. It lias nothing to do with 
the ulterior realities, -vifhose existence and nature con- 
sciousness r-perhaps indicates, but certainly does not 
ascertain. " 

« c 

Nevertheless, thought consciousness exists, and can 
be conceive^ to exist, only in the psychological relation 
of a subject to an object, it is possible in some degree 
to distinguish between the elements apparently due to 
each. Not that these can be directly discerned apart 
from each other; but that in their combination each 
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exhibits certain features which appear to indicate a 
subjective or an objective origin. If there are in every 
act of consciousness certain invariable elements, which 
no change of consciousness can ever obliterate or alter, 
which no effort of thought can get rid of or conceive as 
absent, and without which consciousness itself cannot 
be imagined as possible, — ^these may be conjectured to 
owe their existence to the* constitution of the subject, 
which remains one and unchanged in successive acts ; 
while the changeable features which distinguish one 
mode of consciousness from another are probably due 
to the different constitutions of the several things of 
which the subject is successively conscious.* The 

* An apparently opposite use of this criterion is made in some of 
the current theories of philosophy. Thus, in the distinction, which we 
shall shortly have to^otice, between the primary and secondary quali- 
ties of body, those attributes of which the cognition is common to the 
several senses are usually regarded as existing in the bodies themselves ; 
while those which are peculiar to this or that act of sensation are con- 
sidered as affections of the sentient subject. But in truth the opposi- 
tion is rather apparent than real. ^For the secondary qj^alities, as they 
are commonly distinguished, depend fcr their cognition not on the 
constitution of the pure mind or sulyect proper of cqnsciousness, but on 
that of the nervous organism as animated ; anti} this latter, though in 
particular acts of sensation it is regarded as pertaining to the subject, 
yet, in reference to consciousness in general, and to Bie personal self 
properly so called, must be regarded as belonging to the object, and, as 
such, is present or absent in different acts of consciousness. Indeed, 
the above distinction between form and matter, though not thoroughly 
carried out in reference to the sensibility till the time of Kant, had, in 
relation#to thought, been long previously an established canon in logic. 
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former may therefore be distinguished as constituting 
the form or subjective ingredient of consciousness ; the 
latter as constituting the matter or objective ingredient. 

OF THE FORM OF CONSCIOTTSNESS IN GENEKAl. 

( 

The analogy which gives rise to the terms form and 
matter^ as used to denote the subjective and objective 
elements of consciousness, is obvious. In a work of 
art, the form is that which is given hy the artist ; the 
matter is that which is given to him. The sculptor, 
for instance, receives the unshaped block pf marble, 
and imparts to it the form of the statue. The con- 
scious mind, in like manner, receives its materials from 
without, and imparts to them a form by its own act, 
according to its own laws. The form of consciousness 

f 

in general consists in relation to a snibjed. Whatever 
variety of materials, whether for intuition or thought, 
may exist within reach of my mind, I can become 
conscious of them only by recognising them as mine. 
By this the several materials are in each case set apart 
or united, and Vnown as an object, of which I am 
conscious; apd without such knowledge no act of con- 
sciousness is possible. Belation to the conscious self is 
thus the permanent and universal feature which every 
state of consciousness, as such, must exhibit ; while in 
every other respect the several states may differ from 
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each other, being distinguished as sensations, volitions, 
thoughts, etc. ; or, more particularly, as states of sight 
or hearing, as virtuous or vicious acts, as conceptions or 
judgments : or, more minutely still, as the sight of a 
tree or the hearing of music, as an act of benevolence 
or ingratitude, <as the conception of a triangle, or the 
judgment that the angles of a triangle are equal to 
two right angles. But in aH. alike there is a necessary 
relation to one and the same conscious self ; the sight 
is my sight, the act is my act, the thought is my 
thought. If we further examine the manner in which 
this universal relation manifests itself in the particular 
case of presentative consciousness, we shall find two 
special forms or conditions ^common to all possible 
states of external or internal intuition respectively — 
namely. Space and Time. 


OF THE FORMS OF INTUITIVE CONSCIOUSNESS — 
SPACE and time. 

Space is the form or mental conliition of our per- 

• • t 

ception of external objects. -The pljenomena of the 
material world may vary in an infinite,, number of 
ways; but, imder every variety, they retain the con- 
dition of existing in space, either as being themselves 
sensibly extended, or as having a local position in 
the sensitive organism. Without this condition, their 
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existence at all as phenomena is inconceivable. We 
may suppose the phenomena changed as we will in 
other respects, but we cannot suppose them to exist 
out of space. We may suppose any given phenomenon 
to be non-existent, but the non-existence of space is 
beyond our power of supposition. Hence space is 
necessarily regarded as infinite (though not positively 
conceived as such), for to suppose it finite is to suppose 
a point at which it ceases to exist. It has thus the 
characteristics of universality and necessity, which 
appear to mark it out as an A •priori law or condition of 
the conscious mind, not as the adventitious result of any 
special experience. And this conclusion is confirmed by 
other considerations. Fer th§ consciousness of space, 
though accompanying the perceptions of various senses, 
cannot be regarded as properly the object of any one of 
them. There is a visible extension given in the appre- 
hension of space as occupied light and colour ; there 
is a tangible extensign given in the consciousness 
of certain^portions of thb organism as occupied by 
tactual impressioQS ; 'and there is probably a certain 
consciousness of ^ locality in the exercise of the other 
senses. But pure space is not identical with any of 
these ; for the blind man may form as positive a notion 
of it as the seeing man ; and one debarred from the sen- 
sation accompanying the act of touch would not thereby 
lose all consciousness of space ; and the same argument 
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applies still more clearly to the other senses. Again, 
the exercise of the locomotive faculty implies a con- 
sciousness of space as containing our own body ; but 
the idea of space cannot be said to be derived from 
locomotion, since the mere volition to move implies a 
prior consciousness of this relation. Space is thus not 
by itself an object of sensible intuition, but forms one 
element of aU such object®, being presented in the 
form of a relation between parts out of each other, and 
hence being distinctly conceivable only in conjunction 
with the things related. Pure space has thus one 
characteft* in common with concepts or general notions — 
namely, that it cannot by itself be depicted to sense 
or imagination; but in all ojjier respects it is essen- 
tially different from them. A concept is logically as 
well as chronologically posterior to the individuals 
which it represents. It implies a prior perception of 
them, and it has no objective existence, but in them. 
Space is logically, and in some degree chronologically, 
prior to the objects of sense. It is the ^ndition of 
their existence as objects, and* is itself necessarily 
conceived as existing indep&dently of any given con- 
tents.* A concept is indifferently representative of 
many objects. Space is presented to consciousness as 


* Space, though not positively conceived as devoid of all contents, 
is yet necessarily conceived as separable from any given contents, and 
thus as independent of each in succession. 
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one only (for the division of spaces is purely arbitrary), 
and thus is not conceived as predicable of individual 
objects under it, but as containing them in it. Space 
is thus an element of the sensitive consciousness pre- 
sented in itself^ not derived from or representative of 
anything else; and, though always manifested on the 
occasion of some special experience, it cannot be re- 
garded as the product of experience, nor can its notion 
be constructed from empirical data. It cannot properly 
be described as an innate idea, for no idea is wholly 
innate; but it is the innate element of the ideas of 
sense which experience calls into actual consciousness. 
To describe experience as the cause of the idea of space, 
would be as inaccurate ag to speak of the soil in which 
it is planted as the cause of the oak; though the 
planting is the condition which brings into manifesta- 
tion the latent powers of the acorn. To maintain that 
the mind contributes nothing* to the formation of con- 
sciousness, because experience contributes something, is 
as unreasonable as to assert that the acorn may indif- 
ferently become an oak:, or an ash, or an elm, according 
to the soil in which it is planted. Yet such reasoning 
has often been used to prove that the mind is but the 

o 

passive recipient of impressions from without. 

In the actual development of human consciousness, 
the condition of space accompanies every complete 
eiercise of the bodily senses ; for in all there is a local 



PSYCHOLOGY. 


63 


relation to a particular organ; and without this 
relation no kind of sensation can be fully realised as 
a mode of consciousness. And this is all that is 
necessary to observe, so long as we are describing con- 
sciousness as it is, not constructing it as it might be. 
Whether any single organ of sense — smell, for instance, 
or hearing, supposing it to exist isolated from the rest — 
would be competent to furnish the empirical conditions 
under which the consciousness of space is realised, is 
a question which can only be approximately and con- 
jecturally answered by a special examination of each 
sense. But such an examination would throw but little 
light on human consciousness as it actually exists. 
Consciousness is the residt of ,a human intellect acting 
in conjunction with a human organisation ; and if we 
withdraw or mutilate either element, we produce, not 
an actual man, bflt a hypothetical monster. A being 
endowed, according to the hypothesis of Condillac, with 
a sense of smell only, and identifying himself with his 
successive sensations (it would be more co^ct 4io say 
having no notion of seK at all^ wqjild not, properly 

speaking, be in any sense a hynsdcm being. He would 

• • 

be deficient in the essential conditions of consciousness, 
the distinction of subject from object, and of objects 
from each other. To be conscious of a particular 
sensation we must know it as such ; and to know it as 
such implies a concomitant knowledge of other sensa- 
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tions as different, and thus of the bodily oi^ganism as 
extended, or as ocevpying space. 

Much of what has been said of Space is applicable 
to Time also. This is the condition, not merely of 
external perception, but of the entire consciousness, 
external and internal alike. Consciousness in every 
form implies a permanent and a variable element — a 
continuous self subject to successive modifications. It is 
thus necessarily manifested as a change, and that change 
as taking place in time. Pure time, like pure space, is 
not in itself an object of consciousness, but an element 
which, to be realised in consciousness, must be com- 
bined with the results of experience. We can form 
no notion of time per se, ^ith no events taking place in 
it. Time is thus manifested in the form of a relation of 
successive modes of consciousness to the one conscious 
self. It might be conjectured with some plausibility 
that a being not subject to any change of consciousness, 
or, on the other hand, one not cognisant of his per- 
sonal identity in the midst of change, would have no 
idea of time. But then such a being would have no 
consciousness' at all in the proper sense of the term. 
Time, like space, cannot be annihilated by any act of 
thought, and cannot be conceived as subject to any 
limitation, as having either beginning or end, or as 
absent from any mode of consciousness. Indeed, these 
conditions mutually imply each other ; for to conceive 



PSYCHOLOGY. 


65 


a limit of time would be to conceive a consciousness in 
which time is present, preceded or followed by another 
from which time is absent. Time has thus, in common 
with space, the characteristics of universality and neces- 
sity, which appear to indicate a subjective condition, 
or law of consciousness itself. Like space, too, it is 
manifested in conjunction with and on the occasion 
of experience, being presented simultaneously with 
the empirical element of change, the apprehension 
of which constitutes the first step of positive con- 
sciousness.* 

We are not at present concerned with the question 
whether space and time have any real existence apart 
from that of the mind ^hich* gives these forms to the 
objects of its consciousness. This •question belongs to 
Ontology, not to Psychology. Space and time are known 
to us as formal ^conditions of consciousness; whether 
they are anything more than such conditions is a 
question which at present we^have no means of an- 
swering. The laws of consciousness must primarily 
manifested as binding upon the conscious mind. As 
such, they necessarily accompany every manifestation 
of consciousness ; and in their utmost objective reality 

* The apparent paradox on the one hand, that consciousness must 
have had a beginning in time, and on the other, that consciousness is 
only possible under the form of a change of state, will be further ex- 
plained in the sequel. • 

F 
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they could do no more. But we do not deny the real 
existence of space and time, though at the present stage 
of our inquiry we are not able to affirm it. We shall 
hereafter have occasion to consider whether this ques- 
tion can be answered at all. It is sufficient for the 
present to say that it cannot be answered by Psy- 
chology. 


OF THE MATTER OF INTUITIVE CONSCIOUSNESS. 

The Matter of intuitive consciousness cannot be 
specified with the same exactness as the Form; for 
while in all cognate acts of consciousness the form is 
one and the same, and therefore admits of a distinct 
examination apart from the several modes of conscious- 
ness into which it enters, the matter is the variable 
element by which one act of consciousness differs from 
another, and which, therefore, can only be fully ana- 
lysed by a separate examination of each individual 
case. The jjarious phenoi&ena of the matter of con- 
sciousness, however, admit of being classified and par- 

< c 

tiaUy described qnder certain general heads ; and such 
a classification has accordingly been attempted in the 
distinctions, which form the substance of most psycho- 
logical treatises, between the various states, operations, 
and faculties of the human mind. 

The Matter of intuitive consciousness, in its widest 
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sense, denotes all that distinguishes one object iit>m 
another, as given in and by this or that special expe- 
rience. Of experience there are two principal sources : 
1. Sensation or external intuition, by which we become 
cognisant of the phenomena connected with our mate- 
rial organisation ; and 2. Internal intuition (called by 
Locke reflection)^ by which we become cognisant of the 
several successive states oJ our own minds. To the 
former we owe the materials of our knowledge of what 
takes place without us ; from the latter, in like manner, 
is derived our knowledge of what takes place within us. 
The subdivisions of these two constitute the several 
states and operations of the human mind. 

• • 

OF SENSATION AND PEECEPTION. 

Sensation, in its most general acceptation, is some- 
times used to signify the whole of that portion of con- 

* There is an ambiguity in Locke’s of the term reflection, which 
has given rise to considerable misunderstanding. Ety^logically, the 
term should denote a turning hack of the mihd up«)n an object previously 
existing, so that the existence of a state of consciousness is distinct from 
the reflection on that state. In this sense, a soniation, like any other 
mode of consciousness, may be an object of reflection ; ^d those philo- 
sophers who understood Locke in this sense were only consistent in 
reducing his two sources of ideas to the single one of sensation alone. 
But, in the greater part of Locke’s Essay, reflection is treated of in a 
different sense, namely, as the immediate consciousness of our internal 
states of mind — a consciousness identical with the existence of those 
states, and thus forming an original source of ideas. 
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sciouaness which comes to us by means of the bodily 
organs of sense. Perception, too, has been used by 
various writers in a wider or a narrower sense — some- 
times as synonymous with consciousness in general, 
sometimes as limited to the apprehensions of sense 
alone.* Under the latter limitation it has been found 
converuent to make a further restriction, and to dis- 
tinguish between sensation proper and perception proper. 

SenscUion proper is the consciousness of certain affec- 
tions of owr body as an animated organism. 

Perception proper is the consciousness of the eaAstence 
of owr body as a material organism, and therefore as 
extended. 

The sensitive organism may be considered in two 
points of view : — 1. As belonging to the ego, or con- 
scious subject, which, in its actual concrete existence, is 
susceptible of consciousness only in and by its relation 
to a bodily organism. 2. As belonging to the non ego, 
or material object of, consciousness, from which the 
mind, as an abstract immaterial being, is logically sepa- 

c 

rable; though, ih actual consciousness, the two are 
< * 

* Thus Lo^ke enumerates sensation and reflection as the two sources 
of our ideas, meaning by sensation what, in the language of Beid, would 
be sensation and perception together. In this he is followed by Con* 
dillac. The distinction between sensation proper and perception proper 
originated with Reid ; but its most accurate development is due to his 
editor, Sir William Hamilton. From the notes of the latter the greater 
part of the remarks in the text has been taken. 
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always united. The bodily organism is thus the dehate- 
able land between seW and not-self. In one sense, my 
eye is a part of my conscious self ; for sight is an act 
of consciousness, and sight cannot exist except by means 
of the eye. In another sense, my eye is not a part of 
myself ; for a man whose eyes are put out continues to 
be the same person as before. Hence the organism, as 
the vehicle of sensation, exhibits in the same act attri- 
butes of mind and attributes of body. In the former 
point of view, the act of sensitive consciousness is 
regarded as a sensaiion; in the latter, as & perc^tion. 

Perception is sometimes defined as " the knowledge 
we obtain, by means of oux sensations, of the qualities of 
matter.”* This definition may be admitted, if maiter is 
understood as including our own bodily organism, 
as well as the extra -organic objects to which it is 
related. The former is the only kind of matter that is 
imTnediatdy cognisable by the senses. The existence of 
a material world, distinct from„though related to, our 
organism is made known to us, not by the^^nses them- 
selves, but, as will be noticed hereafffer, by the faevlty 
of locomotion. Sensation and perception, as above 
explained, are always correlative to each otfier ; every 
sensation being accompanied by a consciousness of the 
extension of the sensitive organism, and this conscious- 
ness being a perception. But, though always coexistent, 
* Stewart, Outlines of Moral Philosophy^ § 15. 
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they are not proportionally coexistent. On the con- 
trary, the sensation, when it rises above a certain low 
degree of intensity, interferes with the perception of its 
relations, by concentrating the consciousness on its 
absolute affection alone. Hence Sir William Hamilton, 
from whom the above remark is taken, has enunciated 
the important rule, fhat^ above a certain pointy the stronger 
the sensation, the weaker the perception ; and the distincter 
the perception, the less obtrusive the sensation. In other 
words, though perception proper and sensation proper eoaist 
only as they coeodst, in the degree or intensity of their 
existence they are always found in an inverse ratio to 
each other 

» f 

OF THE FIVE SENSES. 

Sensation and perception, accord^ig to the above 

law, coexist, though in an inverse ratio to each other, in 

each of the five senses. But in addition to the relation 

which each bears to the other, when viewed with refer- 

€ 

ence to the same sense, they are also found to be 
combined in jdifferent proportions when one sense is 
compared with another,' In some the sensation so far 
predominates over the perception, that the sense 
manifests itself as a source of feeling rather than of 
knowledge, and has often, though erroneously, been 

* Keid’fl Works, p. 880. The same rule had been in substance pre- 
viously given by Kant, Anthropologic, § 20. 
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regarded as consisting of the former element only. In 
others the reverse is the case ; the perceptive element, 
or cognition of an object, predominating over the sensi- 
tive element, or consciousness of a personal affection. 
In this point of view, the senses of smell and taste may 
he distinguished as especially subjective or sensational ; 
those of hearing and sight as objective or perceptional. 
Touch, inasmuch as it has po special organ, but is dif- 
fused in various degrees over the various parts of the 
body, will require a separate consideration. In nther 
words, smell and taste are chiefly known as vehicles of 
the mental emotions of pleasure and pain ; hearing and 
sight, as informing us of the nature of the bodily attri- 
butes of sound and colour. ^ Touch may contribute to 
the one or the other end, according to the part of the 
body in which it resides, and the manner in which it is 
brought into exefcise.* 


Of Smdl, 

• 

In Smell, as in the oth'er senses, it k* necessary to 
distinguish between the seiwation itSelf ^and its object, 
which, in ordinary language, are not infrequently con- 

* This remark of course applies only to the senses %s they exist in 
the human subject A similar general rule, indeed, probably holds good 
with regard to the lower animals ; but it is differently manifested in the 
several senses* Of the senses of taste and smell it has been observed 
by Sir William Hamilton, that “precisely as in animals these latter 
senses gain in their objective character as means of knowledge) do they 
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founded together. Thus we speak of the organ of smeU, 
and of the smell of a rose, using the same term indiffer- 
ently to signify the act of inhaling an odour and the 
odour inhaled. The act of smell, apart from the physio- 
logical inquiries connected with it, requires no descrip- 
tion, being familiar to every one from his own ex- 
perience. It will be sufficient for our present purpose 
to distinguish the sensation^from the accompanjdng per- 
ception; and this will be best accomplished by an 
examination of the object. 

The true object of smell is to be found in the 
odorous particles in contact with the organ. It is incor- 
rect to say that we smell a rose^ meaning by the rose 
the flower as seen or touched. We smell only the 
effluvia emanating from the rose and coming in contact 
with the nervous organism. What these effluvia or 
odorous emanations are in themselvfe, natural philo- 
sophy is unable to determine. " Although it may be 
surmised,” says Dr. Carjgenter, " that they consist of par- 
ticles of extreme minuteness, dissolved as it were in the 
air, and although this idea seems to derive confirmation 
from the fact that most odotous substances are volatile, 
and vice versdy yet the most delicate experiments have 

lose in their subjective character as sources of pleasurable or painful 
sensations. To a dog, for instance, in whom the sense of smell is so 
acute, all odours seem in themselves to be indifferent ” (Reid’s WwIcb^ 
p. 863). Compare Kant, Anthropologies § 15, whose distinction slightly 
varies from that given in the text. 
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failed to discover any diminution in weight, in certain 
substances (as musk) that have been impregnating with 
their efi0.uvia a large quantity of air for several years ; 
and there are some volatile fluids, such as water, which 
are entirely inodorous.” * But whatever those odorous 
particles may be, it is important to remember that they, 
and not the bodies from which they proceed, are the 
proper objects of smell; a^d, consequently, that this 
sensation (and the same may be said of aU the others) 
is in fact a modification of touch. Hence it is incorrect 
to speak, as Aristotle and many subsequent writers have 
spoken, of the object of smeU as perceived through a 
medium, such as the atmosphere. The atmosphere is 

not the medium of communication between the sensi- 

» ® 

tive organ and its object, but only the vehicle by which 
the object is brought into contact with the organ. 

Smell convey^ to us no knowledge of the existence 
of extra-organic matter. The only matter of which we 
are directly conscious in this, as in other actions of 
sense, is our own organism as extended ; and this con- 
sciousness constitutes the perceptionooi smell, as the 
consciousness of the same organism as affected consti- 
tutes the sensation. In the remarks upon the conscious- 
ness of space as the form of all sensitive intuition, 
enough has been said to explain in what sense the 
knowledge of locality and extension forms part of the 
* Princ^Ua of Swnum Physiology, p. 806. 
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eneigy of smell as it aotually exists, and to show that 
the lowest degree of inteUigence that is sufficient for 
sensation proper is sufficient for perception also. But 
the object perceived is not a quality of body as such, 
but only the proper action, or rather passion, of our 
nervous organism ; an action or passion of which the 
external cause is, so far as perception is concerned, 
wholly unknown, and which may even be excited in a 
similar manner by totally different causes. This is not 
so evident in the case of smell as in some others of the 

ft 

senses ; yet it is a known fact in physiology that the 
sensation of smell may be produced in the olfactory 

c 

nerve by electrical action without the presence of any 
odorous body. This fact, is sufficient to show that the 
operation of a sense by itself does not afford any legiti- 
mate grounds for determining the qualities, or even the 
existence, of an extra-organic world. * On this subject 
we shall have more to say when we come to treat of the 
distinction between the^primary and secondary qualities 
of body. 

, • Of Taste. 

The principal characteVistics of the sense of Smell 

C • 

are common to that of Taste also. The two senses 

c 

resemble each other in being both powerful as instru- 
ments of feeling, and proportionally weak as sources of 
information. Tastes, like smells, admit of hardly any 
classification, except in respect of their relation to the 
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sensitive oiganism, as pleasant or painful. Like smell, 
too, the sensation appears to be produced by means of 
sapid particles emitted from the body, and brought into 
contact with the nerves ; and these particles, which con-' 
stitute the object of the sense of taste, are in their own 
nature as little known as those of smell, and can as 
little be regarded as bearing any resemblance to the 
sensations which they excite. Taste, like smell, is thus 
a modification of touch ; the object in contact with the 
organ being the sapid particles, and not, as might at 
first be supposed, the body from which those particles 
proceed. The body is in contact, not with the nerves, 
but only with their exterior covering ; and in order to 
produce the distinctive gensation of taste, it appears to 
be necessary that the sapid particles should be dissolved 
in the saliva, and thus penetrate through the invest- 
ments of the papillae into their substance.* But, not 
to enter here on questions more properly belonging to 
physiology, it will be sufficient,for our present purpose 
to observe that taste, like ^ell, conveys no knowledge 
of the existence of extra-organic msrtter, and that the 
sensation, properly so called, consists Jn the conscious- 
ness of the organism as affected in a particular manner, 
agreeable or disagreeable ; while the perception is to be 
found in the corresponding consciousness of the locality 
of the affection in the organism as extended. Though 
* Carpenter’s Principles of Hvmcm Physiology^ p. 900. 
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these two are always to a certain extent co-existent, yet 
the former predominates so far over the latter as to form 
the principal characteristic of this class of sensations. 
For this reason, the organs of taste and smell are dis- 
tinguished as being pre-eminently the sources of sensa- 
tion in the strict sense of the term.* 

Of n(,aring. 

In Hearing, the functions of sensation and percep- 
tion are perhaps more nearly balanced than in any other 
of the senses. The subjective character of various sounds, 
as sources of pleasure or pain to the hearer, may be con- 
trasted with their objective character, as resembling or 
differing from each otheit; and as in the latter rela- 
tion this sense affords more accurate distinctions than 
those of taste and smell, so in the former the sensation 
is less capable of being carried to an extreme degree of 
pleasure or pain.f Hearing, therefore, though con- 

* Kant, Anlhropologief § ; Tissot, Anthropologies vol. i. p. 87. 

t A lover of music might perhaps demur to the conclusion that the 
pleasures of hearing ar^ less intense than those of taste or smell. In 
explanation, it shopld be remembci;ed that we are speaking only of the 
pleasure conveyed by the sensation itself. The pleasure derived from 
music is mainly intellectual, and is chiefly derived, not from the sound 
heard in any oife sensation, but from the cognition of its relation to 
others, which are not heard, but remembered ; or from associations 
which may be suggested by, but are not actually contained in, the 
sound as heard. In short, the natural sensation, which is common to 
all mankind, must be distinguished from the acquired sensation, which 
is in a great degree the result of education. 
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tributing in different degrees both to enjoyment and to 
information, may be characterised as a source of the 
latter rather than of the former ; and if, according to 
the rule already mentioned, the sensation and the per- 
ception are in an inverse ratio to each other, it will 
follow, that in proportion as our attention is more 
directed to the discrimination of various soimds from 
each other, we are less immediately conscious of the 
pleasure or pam which they are capable of com- 
municating. In hearing, as in the senses previously 
described, we are directly cognisant, not of the sonorous 
body, but of the change of the condition Of the audi- 
tory nerve produced by contact with a medium by 
which the vibrations arq traqsmitted (the fluid inclosed 
in the labyrinth of the ear) ; and hence hearing, like the 
other senses, is a modiflcation of touch, and does not 
directly inform of the existence of any other material 
object than our own nervous organism. Hence it fol- 
lowed that neither the distaiux nor the direction from 
which a sound proceeds is immediately perceived by 
the ear ; and this conclusion is 'confirmed by the facts 
connected with the exercise of this sense in its imedu- 
cated condition, as by children, and occamonally also 
by adults. The child does not appear to be conscious 
at first of the direction or distance of voices that attract 
his attention ; and a remarkable instance of the same 
kind in a grown person is mentioned by Dr. Eeid. “I 
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remember,” he says, “ that once lying a-bed, and having 
been put into a fright, I heard my own heart beat; but 
I took it to be one knocking at the door, and arose and 
opened the door more than once, before I discovered that 
the sound was in my own breast.” . . . . “ It is 
probable,” he continues, “that, previous to all expe- 
rience, we should as little know whether a sound came 
from the right or left, from above or below, from a great 
or a small distance, as we should know whether it was 
the sound of a drum, or a beU, or a cart.”* In this 
respect the sense of hearing presents a remarkable 
analogy to that of sight ; and this property of both will 
be considered when we come to treat of acquired per- 
ceptions. , 

0/ Sight. 

Sight is of all the senses the most communicative 
as a vehicle of information, and consequently the one 
in which there is the least immediate consciousness of 
pleasure or pain in th^ exercise. Most of the know- 
ledge, however, which this 'sense, in its matured state, 
conveys to us, belongs ‘to its acquired, not to its original 
power, and is the result, ^ot of a direct perception, but 
of an inference from a perception. In sights as in the 
other senses, the direct perception is produced by con- 
tact; and the proper object of this sense is not the 

* Inquiry wto Human Mind, chap. ir. sec. 1 (WcrJca, ed. 
Hamiltoc, p. 117). 
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distant body from \iFhich the rays of light are emitted 
or reflected, but the reflection of the organ of sight (the 
retina and the nervous system connected with it) pro- 
duced by the rays impinging upon it. The essential 
characteristics of this affection are IrigMmss and colowr, 
which, however, are necessarily accompanied by a con- 
sciousness of esstensim ; for a luminous point, however 
small, must itself occupy some portion of space, and 
can be perceived only as in contrast to a surround- 
ing expanse of obscure or differently-coloured surface.* 
The immediate object of sight being in contact with 
the extremities of the optic nerve of the person seeing, 
it is as impossible for two persons simultaneously to 
see the same object witji th«ir eyes as to touch the 
same spot with their fingers ; and every movement of 
the eye which brings a different portion of rays into 
contact with the*oigan, produces a different object of 
vision, f The object of vision being thus neither the 
rays alone nor the organ alone, l^pt the organ as affected 
by the rays ; and the sensation of colour ^ing a purely 
organic affection ; it follows that sight, like the other 
senses, gives us no immediate, knowledge of an extra- 
organic world ; though it is immediately (^ognisant of 
extension, and therefore of matter, as presented in the 
organism itself. Hence we have no immediate per- 
ception by sight of the figure, the size, or the distance 
• See Sir W. Hamilton, Beid’s Workt, p. 860. t Und. p, 804. 
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of bodies ; and we cannot, in strict accuracy, be said 
to see a distant body, such as the sun, at all ; though in 
practice the direct perception becomes so intimately 
united with the indirect inference, that it is difficult 
to imagine that either can exist apart from the other. 
Admitting this view of the true object of sight, which 
may be regarded as established by physiological as well 
as psychological testimony,* we may notice some re- 
markable contrasts between the presented object, or that 
which we actually see, and the represented direct, or that 
which we appear to see. The presented object is on 
the surface of the retina : the represented object appears 
without, and at a greater or less distance from the eye. 
The presented object is^f sijch a size as can be con- 
tained within the spectator’s visual organism: the 
represented object may be many times larger than his 
whole body. The presented object is a flat surface : 
the represented object is a solid body. The presented 
object is inverted : the^represented object is erect. The 
presented object is double,* there being a distinct image 
on the retina of each eye: the represented object is 
generally single, the twg images being in normal vision 
united into one body. These and other apparent ano- 
malies in the exercise of the senses will be discussed 
under the head of “ Acquired Perceptions.” 

* See Sir W. Hunilton, Reid’s Workt, pp. 160, 301, 304, 814 ; and 
Dr. Carpento', Prm^U$ of Human Physiology, pp. 925, 928 (4th edit.) 
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Of Touch and Feeling. 

Touch is regarded by many writers as the most 
objective and the most trustworthy of all our faculties. 
It has been described as the source of our knowledge of 
the existence of an external world, and of the real mag- 
nitudes, figures, and distances of objects; as the instructor 
of the other senses, and the corrector of their aberrations. 
It appears certain, however, that the sense of touch in 
itseK is equally limited in its sphere with the rest of 
the senses, and that it can convey no other proper 
perception than that of the existence of its own or- 
ganism as ^extended. The sensations of’ touch, con- 
sidered by themselves, present no characteristics which 

• • 

can distinguish them from those of the other senses, 
as regards an immediate cognisance of the external 
world. like smell, or sound, or light, they are affec- 
tions of the nervous system, which may he produced by 
internal as well as external causes, and which directly 
indicate no other existence Jthan that of the organised 
sentient being.* The fact is, thah in tjiie lamination of 
this faculty, philosophers h&ve often made a twofold 
confusion between things in themselves distinct. In 
the first place, the sense of touch proper, in which the 

* See Destutt Tracy, EUmvm d^Iddologie, p. i. chap. 7 ; or his fol- 
lower, Brown, Lecture xxiL Both these authors, however, are wrong 
in denying an immediate tactual perception of our own organism, 
though right as regards an extra-organic world. 

G 



82 


METAPHYSICS. 


sentient subject is as passive as in any other state of 
sensaMon, is confounded with the faculty of locomotion, 
which originates in a voluntary act of the same subject. 
In the second place, the sense of touch having no 
special organ, but being common to all parts of the 
surface of the body, it has sometimes happened that 
perceptions have been assumed to be invariable and 
absolute, which, in truth, are relative to one part only 
of the organism, and assume a different character in 
relation to other parts. To mention only one eminent 
instance out of many, both these confusions occur 
in Bishop Berkeley’s Essay towafds a New Theory of 
Vision. That illustrious philosopher distinguishes be- 
tween two kinds of magnitude,— the one tangible, which 
is perceived and measured by touch ; the other visible, 
by the mediation of which the former is brought into 
view. The tangible magnitude he considers to be fixed 
and invariable, while the visible magnitude changes as 
we approach to or recede from the object. Hence he 
concludes that tangible and not visible figure^ are the 

V.. 

objects of geometrical reasoning ; the latter having no 
other use than words have, being merely signs to sug- 
gest the former. Now, in the first place, it is obvious 
that mere touch, without the power of locomotion, can 
inform us of no other magnitude than that which cor- 
responds to the touching organ. In point of facl^ it 
informs us only of the extension of the organ itself; 
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but under no possible hypothesis could it inform us of 
more than the magnitude of that part of a body with 
which we are actually in contact In the second place, 
it has been proved by experiment that the same object 
will appear of. a different magnitude when in contact 
with different parts of the human body, and conse- 
quently that the sense of touch, regarded by itself, is 
not only variable, but eveir self- contradictory in its 
testimony. Hence it follows that the sense of touch 
alone has no pre-eminence over the other senses as a 
criterion of truth in relation to a material world beyond 
our own organism : in fact, like the other senses, it is 
silent as to the existence of such a world. Touch, how- 
ever, differs in some rema^rkahle particulars from the 
other senses. There is no distinct organ appropriated 
to the tactual sensations alone ; and the various parts 
of the body by wfiich these may be communicated may 
also be the instruments of other classes of sensations, all 
of which have been confounded qnder the general name 
of “touch” or “feeling.” Ihe object of^uch proper 
has no special name, like sound, colour* or smell; but in 
itself it is familiar to every one who has experienced the 
state of consciousness which results from thq contact of 
his own body with another, when not sufficiently violent 
to rise into a positive sense of pleasure or pain. In this 
state there is a twofold consciousness ; that part of the 
bodily organism being known at the same time as 
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affected and as eoetended. The former constitutes the 
sensation, the latter the perdition ; and in proportion as 
the former rises to a higher consciousness of pleasure or 
pain, the latter grows feebler, though never becoming 
wholly extinct. This double state, which has no appro- 
priate name, may perhaps be distinguished in its two- 
fold character by the name of Tactual Impression. In 
addition to this may be maationed other modes of feel- 
ing communicated, partly at least, through the same 
organs, such as those of heat and cold, which have 
sometimes been regarded as the proper objects of the 
sense of touch, and the various kinds of pain and 
pleasure produced by external applications. It will be 
sufficient for our present .purppse to notice that all of 
them belong to the class commonly known as secondary 
qualities of body ; that is to say, affections of the 
different parts of the nervous organism, which, as 
apprehended, have no resemblance to any property of 
inorganic matter, thoygh generally caused by some 
unknown po^yer by whicB that matter is capable of 
affecting our org&s. 

* 

OEnWl BEIIABES ON THE FIVE SENSES. 

The psychological characteristics of the five senses in 
general, omitting those which properly belong to phy- 
siological inquiries, may be summed up as follows : — 
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The proper function of each and all of them is a semor 
tion, or affection of the nervous organism as animated; 
which affection, however, does not, and in all proba- 
bility cannot, exist in consciousness without an accom- 
panying intellectual cognition of the same organism as 
extended or ocmpying space. This cognition perception 
proper) is referred to the intellect rather than to the sense, 
chiefly for two reasons : Firstly, because it is not, like 
the sensation proper, limited in each case to a single 
form of sensibility, but appears as the common condi- 
tion of consciousness in alL Secondly, because it is not 
in any cMe^the consciousness of a single object as such, 
but of a relation, either between the parts of the sen- 
sible object, viewed as put of each other, or between 
that object as a whole, and the concomitant conditions 
under which it is presented to the sense. Thus, for 
example, the rays of light in contact with the retina 
may be perceived either as forming a visible surface, 
whose parts “are related to each ^other, or as a luminous 
spot related to the surrounding obscuri^: and even a 
smell or a sound, whether themselfes perceived as 
extended or not, are at all eve,nts discerned in and by 
their relation to different parts of an extej^ded organ- 
ism.* The sensation and the perception are thus each 

* Kotwitbstanding tbe general opinion of pbilosopbers to the con- 
traty, 1 am inclined to think that some consciousness of extension is 
simultaneous with the earliest exercise of sensation. Of course I do not 
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the necessary condition of the other ; and the union of 
the two is requisite to constitute a state of conscious- 
ness. But consciousness is not complete, even when 
these two elements are united. The consciousness of 
any mental state (whether of sensation or otherwise) 
never does, and probably never can, take place, without 
the accompanying consciousness that something else 
preceded it. This something need not be distinctly 
known as a former state of consciousness (which would 
make a beginning of consciousness impossible), just as 
the space to which the object of perception is related 

mean that this consciousness is distinct, and can be at that time sepa- 
rated by analysis from its concomitants ; but this is equally the case 
with all the characteristics of sensation. 1 only mean that the element 
of locality is there from the beginning, at least as distinctly as anything 
else, and that it could be detected if the sensation in its original state 
could be reproduced in a mind sufficiently developed to be capable of 
analysing it. In this respect it differs from the acquired perceptions 
properly so called, such as externality, distance, magnitude, etc., which 
may be chronologically as well as logically separated from the original 
sensation. So long as sensa,tions are spoken of as affections of mind 
only, there is plausible ground fof the opposite opinion ; not so, how- 
ever, when they are -^^wed in their true character, as affections, neither 
of mind alone nor of matter alone^but of an animated organism — i.e. of 
mind and matter toother. Professor Muller allows that there is a p^- 
ception of the extension of the organism in sight, touch, taste, and even 
smell, though^lightly, if at all, in hearing. It may be conjectured, 
however, that the compound action of the two ears in hearing will 
naturally give rise to some perception of extension, though this may 
become obliterated in acquired perception, from the attention being 
withdrawn from it to other sources of information. (See Baly’s transla- 
tion of MtLller’s Elements of Physiology, pp. 1073, 1075, 1086.) 
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need not be distinctly discerned as containing other 
objects; but every act of consciousness as such is 
accompanied by the conviction, indefinite it may be, of 
something having gone before, just as a coloured spot 
in sight is perceived as having something surrounding 
it.* In other words, every act of consciousness, as such, 
is presented as a change in the staie of ow existence^ not 
as the beginning of that existence, and thus implies the 
continuous existence of a permanent self, presented in 
and through the several modes of consciousness, but 
not identified with any. We can have no knowledge 
of an abstmct self apart from its successive states of 
consciousness, nor yet of any one of those states, save 
as a mode of the existence o:^ one and the same indivi- 
sible self. The sensitive consciousness is thus revealed 

* ‘ * Puisque r4veill4 de l’4tourdissement on s’appercoit de ses percep- 
tions, il faut bien qu’on en ait en imm^diatement anparavant, quoiqn’on 
ne s’en soit point appercu ; car une perception ne sauroit yenir natureUe- 
nient, que d'une autre perception, comme un mouyement ne peat yenir 
naturellement que d’un mouyement ’’ (l^eibnitz, Monadologie^ sec. 23). 
This position, which Leibnitz maintained on metaphysical and psycho- 
logical grounds, is confirmed by the researche^r physiology, which 
tend to show that consciousness has^a physical as well as an intellectual 
growth ; that impressions may be made on the organism which may 
leaye perceptible traces in the subsequent deyelopSaent of consciousness, 
without haying been themselyes present to consciousiftss at all, (See 
Carpenter’s Evmian Physiology ^ p. 818.) This may, perhaps, help to 
explain the apparent paradox, on the one hand, that consciousness 
must haye had a beginning in time, and, on the other, that an abso- 
lutely first act of consciqusness is inconceiyable. Thus time is the 
uniyersal form of consciousness as such. 



88 


METAPHYSICS. 


to us as composed of three elements ; a permanent self, 
having a sensitive oiganism extended in space, and with 
successive affections of that organism taJdng place in 
time. Hone of these elements, apait from the rest, can 
be presented or represented in consciousness ; and the 
distinction between sense and intelligence is thus verbal 
only, not real, constituting, like the concave and convex 
circumference of a circle, 'Afferent sides of the same 
consciousness, but incapable in any act of thought of 
being considered apart from each other. In the words 
of Sir William Hamilton — “It is manifestly impos- 
sible to discriminate with any rigour sense ,from intel- 
ligence. Sensitive apprehension is in truth only the 
recognition by inteUigenca of the phenomena presented, 
in or through its organs.* 

The proper sensibles — smeU, taste, sound, colour, and 
tactual sensation — all belong to the class commonly 
called secondary qyuilUies of body; which are in reality 
affections of the nervpus organism, which have no 
resemblance to^any attribute of inorganic bodies. It is 
true that, in theu?* normal state, they are excited by the 
presence of such bodies.; but that in themselves, as 
apprehende^, they are states of the nervous organism, 
and not qualities of other bodies, is evident from the 
fact that they may be abnormally called into existence 
by any circumsf^fince which produces the appropriate ner- 
* Beid’s Works, p. 878. 
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vous action, even when the ordinaiy bodily corrdative is 
not present. In fact, as Professor Muller has observed, 
“ esdmud agencies can give rise to no hmd of sensation 
vjfmh eomnot also le produced hy internal causes exciting 
changes in the condition of our nerves.”* Such is the 
case in the well-known phenomena of dreams, of spec- 
tral illusions, of ringing in the ears, of bitterness in the 
mouth, etc. ; to which may bemadded the several artificial 
means by which various sensations may be produced — 
light and colours by pressure on the optic nerves, ring- 
ing by a blow on the ear, and the sensations of all the 
senses by electricity, f Similar though less striking 
evidence to the same point is furnished by the familiar 
instances of the sensation rynaining in the oiganism 
when the body is withdrawn, or the communication 
intercepted. Thus a luminous body, passing rapidly 
backwards and fbrwards before the eye, appears as a 
continuous line of light ; a rapid succession of sormds 
will produce a continuous tone ; the spectrum of a bright 
object may be distinctly seen after the eyes are shut, etc. 
It is manifest, therefore, that the se'hses^^not in any case 
furnish direct evidence of the existence or properties of 
an extra-organic world ; for, even if we are compelled by 
a law of our constitution to suppose the existence of an 

* Elements of Physiology ^ translated by Baly, p. 1059. 

t See Miiller’s Elements of Physiology^ p. 1064 ; Carpenter’s Prvnr 
ciples ofEvmm Physiology ^ p. 888 ; 'Abercrombie’s IrUelUctml Powers^ 



90 


METAPHYSICS. 


external cause of our internal states, such a supposition 
is representative, not presentative, — suggested by, not 
contained in the sensation; it gives us no knowledge of 
the nature of the cause which it suggests, and in some 
instances, as has been shown, is deceptive even in sug- 
gesting its existence. 

What, then, it may be asked, is the'nature of our 
sensations as thus described? Are they affections of 
mind, or of body, or of both ? On the one hand, con- 
sciousness, in all its modes, seems manifestly to be a 
state of mind. On the other hand, sensitive conscious- 
ness appears with the concomitant condition of exten- 

( 

sion, which is an attribute of body. The general voice 
of modem philosophers h^ pronounced that sensations, 
as such, belong to mind, and not to body. This is as- 
serted both by those who admit and by those who deny 
the existence of perceptible primary qualities of body in 
addition to the mental sensation.* And rightly, so long 
as by body is meant something distinct from our own 


iv. 197 ; Malebranche, Eecherche^ L i. 
ch. X. sqq,; Locke, Essay ^ b. iL ch. 8 ; Condillac, TraiU des Sensa^ 
tions^ p. iv. ch. 6 ; Berkeley, Prirmples of Human Kriowledgey L 8 ; 
Beid, Inquiry^ ch. ri, sec. 4, 5, 6 ; Stewart, Essays^ ii. chap. ii. sec. 
2; Brown, lA^ures^ xxii. Leibnitz speaks more guardedly on this 
question ; — **11 est vrai que la douleur ne ressemble pas auz mouve* 
mens d'une dpingle, mais elle pent ressembler fort bien aux mouve* 
mens que cette ^pingle cause dans notre corps, et representer ces 
mouvemens dans Tame, comme je ne doute nullement qu*elle ne fasse 
{Nomsawz Essais, L ii ch. 8). 
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oigaoism ; but wrongly, or at least inaccurately in lan- 
guage, so long as no distinction is made between body 
as brute matter and body as part of a sentient being. 
A dead body, though its eyes are open, has no sensation 
of colour ; so far, sight is an affection of mind rather 
than of body. But a living man, if his eyes are put out, 
is equally deprived of the sensation ; so far it appears 
to belong to body rather tha;/to mind ; for mind in its 
purest sense, — ^the abstract, immaterial, personal ego , — 
cannot be conceived as destroyed, or even as in any way 
diminished by the deprivation of a bodily organ. But 
the above maccuracy of language assumes more than a 
verbal importance when it is made, as is sometimes the 
case, the foundation of theories of perception, as though 
the distinction which it indicates were strictly, not 
merely approximately, true. Thus it is argued that 
we can have no immediate perception of extension in 
space, “ because it is not explained how the mind, which 
olom can have sensation or knowledge, and which cer- 
tainly is not square itself, *is to be made acquainted 
with the squareness of its own corporetd organ, or of the 
foreign body.”* The whole* force of the reasoning, and, 
at the same time, its whole fallacy, lies m the word alem. 
Mind is not (dvne capable of sensation ; for it is sentient 
only in so far as it animates a bodily organism. That 
a disembodied spirit has consciousness we must indeed 
* Brown, LectMm, xzii. 
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bdieve; — at least it is impossible to conceive how 
spiritual existence can be otherwise manifested ; — ^but, 
at the same time, it is impossible to conceive such con- 
sciousness as at all resembling our own, at any rate in the 
particular phenomena which are conveyed by means of 
the senses. Sensation, then, is not an affection of mind 
alone, nor of matter alone, but of an animated organism 
— i.e. of mind and matter united.* How this union is 
effected; whether the soul as a substance is one or 
many ; whether it has or has not a local habitation ; 
whether, in short, we have any knowledge at all. of a pure 
immaterial being, apart from its modes of consciousness 
when embodied ; these and similar questions belong 
to the Ontological branch »of l^etaphysics. At present 
we are concerned only with the phenomena of sensation, 
and with the soul as the subject of those phenomena 
in and through its connection with the body. In this 
respect the soul cannot be assigned to any peculiar 
bodily organ as its seat, but, as manifesting its existence 
in sensation, must be regarded as present in all the sen- 
sitive oigans alike, •f' 

c 

* In this respect the language of Aristotle is more accurate than 
that of the majority of modem philosophers ’Eirel S’ o(he rijt i 
rb alff0dn<rOai olhe roO fftOfiiaros (o9 ybp i) SSpafus, toOtov 

f aUrSrfffiSt ivipyeia, Klvrjffls rtf Sib, tov <rt&fuiTot 
i^f oihe T§s tS irdSos tSioy, obr’ A^vxoy 

cw/ia SvpaTbv aierSdyecrSai (Be Somno, chap. 1, sec. 5). 

t See Mtiller*s Elements of Physiology, p. 1386. In the above remarks, 
and throughout this treatise, no notice hod been taken of the different 
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To the above account of sensation and perception an 
obvious objection presents itself, which it is necessary to 
consider before proceeding farther. “ The perception as 
it ought to be,” it may be urged, “is very different from 
the perception as it is. We are told that we only per- 
ceive our own organism ; we are conscious of actually 
perceiving things external to^our organism. We do 
not see the image on the retf^a ; we see the object at 
a distance from the eye. Even in hearing and smell, 
the object of which we are actually conscious is not 
presented as an affection of the nerves, but as situated 
in and proceeding from a distant body.” The answer to 
this objection is to be found in the fact, that in the 
actual exercise of our sepses, jn their matured state, we 
never perform a pure act of perception, but one of per- 

functions of the nervej and the sensorium in sensation. This question 
is confessedly one of the most difficult in physiology^ and, in its proper 
place in that science, one of the most important. But in reference to 
the present remarks its decision is of little consequence. The visible 
image, or other sensible impression, is not itself transmitted to the sen- 
sorium ; and the irritation of the intbrior nervous system can only serve 
to arouse the attention to the affection loealised^iT the surface. The 
notion of a Beat of the soul^ in the l^ral sense of the term, is utterly 
meaningless to any but a materialist ; and all that the minutest anatomy 
can hope to discover is the material occasion whicS acts as the immedi- 
ate stimulant to consciousness. But the consciousness, once aroused, is 
as capable of acting in one part of the system as in another, and in 
ffiot, present wherever it acts. This is expressed with philosophical 
accuracy in the words of St. Augustine : — ** Ideo simplicior est corpore, 
quia non mole diffunditur per spatium loci, sed in unoquoque corpore, et 
in toto tota est, et in qualibet ejus parte tota est ” {De TrinUois, vi. 6). 
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oeption united with something else. It is as certain as 
any fact of science can be, that the perception of dis- 
tance is not originally conveyed by the eye, but is an 
inference of the understanding derived from certain 
concomitant visible phenomena, principally from the 
degree of distinctness of the colour and outline of the 
object. Yet of this infecpnce we are never ‘conscious in 
the exercise of our matured senses, but appear to see the 
distance of objects as immediately as their colour. The 
most ordinary judgments apparently derived from sense 
are instances of the same kind. When I say, “ I see a 
horse,” in reality I see nothing of the kind. Even 
granting for the moment that the external object is seen, 
it can be seen only as colojired body of a certain 
figure. That the coloured body before me is a horse is 
not a perception of the sight, but a judgment of the 
understanding; a judgment which implies acts of 
memory, of comparison, of conception, etc. Yet we are 

not conscious of the data from which we make the 

« 

inference, but refer the entite result to the act of sight 
alone. These instanc^ sufficiently show the necessity 
of distinguishing between origiml and acguired percep- 

C 

tions ; for ^hich purpose we must first consider the 
operations of that faculty to which our intuitions of 
external objects as such properly belong. 
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OF THE LOCOMOTIVE FACULTY. 

The Locomotive Faculty, which we have next to con- 
sider, differs from the Senses, both in other respects, and 
especially in the circumstance, that in its exercise, and 
partly also in its results, it is ^pendent upon the will 
of the person exercising it. HSy this it is not meant 
that the, will is in all cases consciously exercised ; that 
all motion is the result of a knowledge of two alterna- 
tives, and a deliberate preference of one of them. This 
is not always the case in the most undeniably volimtary 
acts performed in the maturity of our faculties. A man 
in the midst of a walk, w|^en engaged in conversation or 
thought, is not distinctly conscious of each successive 
movement of his limbs ; yet there can be no doubt that 
the acts are his oira, as much as when he is attending to 
and conscious of the exertion, and that, in either case, it 
depends on himself to continue or discontinue the 
motion. How far the will itself is free or determined 
by antecedent causes, is a question which cannot be 
considered here; but, whatever theory we may adopt 
upon this point, as regards the actions of*men or of 
brutes, there is an obvious difference between saying, 
“You may bring a horse to the water, but you caimot 
make hi m drink and saying, “ You may fire a cannon 
in his ear, but you cannot make him hear;” or, “You 
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may lay on the whip, but you cannot make him feel.” 
This difference, whatever amount of liberty it may 
imply, is all that is insisted upon in distinguishing 
between the exercise of the locomotive faculty and 
that of the senses. 

It is the locomotive faculty which first informs 
us immediately of the^ existence and properties of a 
matmal world exterior our organism. This exterior 
world manifests itself m the form of something resisting 
Mir volition ; and to this general head of residance may 
be reduced the whole of those attributes which exterior 
bodies immediately exhibit in their relation to our 
organism; namely, gravity, cohesion, repulsion, and 
inertia. This consciousness pf our locomotive energy 
being resisted by something external, though in practice 
accompanied by the sensation of touch, is so far distinct 
&om that sensation that either may be conceived as 
taking place without the other. The sensation of touch 
is a consciousness of an irritation of the nerves spread 
over the surface of the ^kin; a consciousness which 
experience ma^each'us to connect with a pressure &om 
without, but which may be, and sometimes is, also com- 

C 

municated^firom within, and which has no immediate 
relation to the will of the sentient person. The con- 
sciousness of resistance, on the other hand, implies a 
volition to move the limb ; and this volition may be con- 
ceived as impeded externally without any accompanying 
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oiganic feeling. The various qualities of the body, 
moreover, are manifested in proportion to the amount of 
volition exercised. A slight effort makes known to us 
the existence of a resisting body ; a stronger or more 
continued effort is followed by a consciousness of a 
more vigorous resistance, or of a yielding on the part of 
the opposing body, either wholly or in a certain direc- 
tion. Hence we obtain a kB^ledge of the attributes 
of hardness or softness, of mobility or immobility. All 
these are different manifestations of a relation between 
self and not -self; between an organised body acted 
upon by the will, and a foreign body in antagonism to 
it. This consciousness of resistance to our voluntary 
motion is something very different from that of a mere 
inability to move, such as may take place when a stroke 
of paralysis destroys the power of the wiU over the 
bodily motions. •We have in it, not the mere negative 
consciousness of will not followed by motion, but the 
positive consciousness of will followed by motion, and 
that motion resisted from without. In this relation both 
elements are equally presented, ahd one of them is the 
external body. • 

The manner in which the locomotivS energy may be 
supposed originally to exert itself, and the foundation 
which by such exertion would be laid for the education 
of the sensitive consciousness even before the latter is 
called into actual existence, has been graphically de- 

H 
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scribed by Professor Muller, in language which 1 will 
not attempt to weaken by alteration; though I may 
remark, in quoting it, that that eminent physiologist has 
hardly marked with sufficient accuracy the distinction 
between the sense of resistance and that of touch pro- 
perly so called ; and consequently has made some con- 
fusion between the objective and the subjective, the 
presentative and the representative consciousness. “ If 
we imagine a human being in which — as in the foetus 
in utero, for example— the sense of vision has never 
received any impressions, and in which sensations of 
touch merely have been excited by impressions made 
upon its body from without, it is evident that the 
first obscure idea excited would be no other than that 
of a sentient passive self, in contradistinction to some- 
thing acting upon it.* The uterus, which compels 
the child to assume a determined position, and gives 
rise to sensations in it, is also the means of exciting 
in the sensorium of the child the consciousness of 
something thus distinct from itself and external to 
it But how iS-the idea of two exteriors — of that which 

* Perhaps it would be more cSrrect to say only, “a sentient passive 
self, modified in ascertain manner.” So far as touch alone, without 
motion, is coycemed, it may be doubted whether there can be any con- 
sciousness of a something exterior to self. It may perhaps be possible 
to distinguish the one conscious self from its successive modifications ; 
but the relation thus manifested can hardly be described as one of 
interior and exterior. The sentient self is on e^h occasion of sensa- 
tion present in the organism, and has no conscious relation to anything 
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the limbs of the child’s body form in relation to its 
internal self and of the true exterior world — devdoped ? 
In a twofold manner: In the first place, the child 
governs the movement of its limbs, and thus per- 
ceives that they are instruments subject to the use 
and government of its internal self; while the resistance 
which it meets with around is^not subject to its will, 
and therefore gives it the id^ of an absolute exterior. 
Secondly, the child will perceive a difference in the 
sensations produced according as the parts of its own 
body touch each other, or as one part of the body only 
meets with resistance from without. In the first in- 
stance, where one arm, for example, touches the other, 
the resistance is afforded by g, part of the child’s own 
body, and the limb thus giving the resistance becomes 
the subject of sensation as well as the other. The two 
limbs are in this dhse external objects of perception and 
percipient at the same time. In the second instance, 
the resisting body will be represented to the mind as 
something external and foreign to the living body, and 
not subject to the internal self. Thus will arise in the 

beyond. There may, Indeed, be a consciousness of a local relation 
between different parts of the body snccessiTely afrected ; but these, 
though exterior to each other, will not thus be recognised^as exterior to 
the conscious self. The relation of interior to exterior can only exist 
between two bodies occupying space ; and, in this case, can only arise 
when we become conscious of the double non ego, of the bodily organism 
in relation to some other body. This will be the consequent, not the 
antecedent, of locomotion. 
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mind of the child the idea of a. resistance which one part 
of its own body can offer to another part of its own body, 
and at the same time the idea of a resistance offered to 
its body by an absolute esd&nor. In this way is gained 
the idea of an external world as the cause of sensa- 
tions.* Though the sensations of the being actually 
inform him only of th^ states of himself, of his nerves 
and of his skin, acted i^on by external impressions,*!- 
yet henceforth the idea of the external cause becomes 
inseparably associated with the sensation of touch and 
such is the condition of sensation in the adult. If we 
lay our hand upon the table we become conscious, on 
a little reflection, that we do not feel the table, but 
merely that part of the gkin which the table touches ;§ 
but, without this reflection, we confound the sensation 
of the part of the skin which has received the im- 
pression with the idea of the resistance, and we 
maintain boldly that we feel the table itself, which 

* Bather existing and resisting our volitions.” To describe 
the external world merely as the cause of sensations is to make it no 
more than a hypothetical object, invented to account for certain states 
of the subject. ^ 

t True of the sensations proper, but not of the locomotive volition ; 
and, in the case of l^e former, the impressions need not be external, 

t How dia. it be associated^ unless it has been first gvvm without 
association; i,e, in itself, and not merely in its effect? Otherwise 
there is a relation with only one related term. 

§ True of the mere feeling, but not of the consciousness that arises 
when we try to penetrate into the substance of the table and find our- 
selves unable to do so. 
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is not the case. If the hand be now moved over a 
greater extent of the table’s surface, the idea of a larger 
object than the hand can cover is obtained. If, to 
encompass the resisting object, the hand require to be 
moved in different directions and planes, the idea of sur- 
faces applied to each other in different directions is 
conceived, and thus the notion pf an external solid body 
occupying space is obtained.” * 

From the consideration of the locomotive faculty, we 
should pass, by a natural transition, to that of the ac- 
quired perceptions, in which the information originally 
furnished by, this faculty is transferred to other modes 
oS consciousness. Before taking this step, however, it 
will be necessary to say g, fevi Words on another organ 
of sensation, which, in the opinion of some eminent 
authorities, is entitled to contest with the locomotive 
faculty the claim of giving rise to our knowledge of the 
properties of external matter. 

OF THE MnSCniAB .SENSE. 

The motion of a limb, whether free or resisted, being 
accompanied by certain sensations arising &(^m the con- 
traction or relaxation of the muscles, it has been some- 

* Muller’s Mements of Physiology, p, 1080, Bale’s translation. 
The notion of a solid body occupying space, may, howerer, arise from 
simpler data than those supposed in the last sentence. This will be 
considered hereafter, when we treat of the primary qualities of body. 
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times thooght that to these sensations, and not to the 
motion which they accompany, is owing our earliest 
apprehension of the fact of external extension and re- 
sistance.* A few words on this question will be neces- 
sary to complete this portion of our inquiry. 

In the first place, it is unquestionable that these 
muscular sensations ex^st, and that they are distinct 
from the proper impressiohs due to the five commonly 
acknowledged senses. The feeling of fcUigm, for ex- 
ample, belongs, partly at least, to this class ; but this 
feeling is only an increased degree of one which accom- 
panies every muscular exertion, and which, in its more 
moderate forms, is pleasant instead of painfuL When 
we move a limb after a. sufficient rest, the motion is 
accompanied by a sensation similar to, though less in- 
tense than, that which ensues when it is moved after 
long previous exercise. To the same class belongs the 
sensation which accompanies the act of stretching, which 
is only another degree of the feeling of muscular ten- 
sion.f In. the second place, these sensations may in 
some cases be the means of indicating to us the fact of 
the motion ; and such is probably the office which they 

o 

* See Brown, Lecture zxii. In giving a prominent place to the 
muscular sensation, and taking but slight notice of the volition by 
whicb^.it is accompanied. Brown departs from the teaching of his 
master Destutt Tracy, and in the same degree vitiates the theory. 

t See Brown, Lecture xxii ; and Mill, Analysis of (he Human 
MindL, chap. i. sec. 7. 
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perfom in the earliest exercises of the locomotiTe 
faculty. As at that stage of our existence our other 
senses have not yet come into operation, or, at least, 
have not been developed to that degree which suffices 
for the perception of foreign bodies, it is clear that the 
fact of our limb being in motion must he made known 
to us by some feeling connected with the act itself, not 
by observation of it from any'other centre. We cannot 
as yet m that our limb moves : we must therefore, in 
some manner, /ee/ that it does so ; and this, in point of 
fact, is effected by means of the muscular sensations of 
the limb itself.* 

But this is not sufficient to convey a knowledge of 
external bodies. The nyiscular sensations, viewed by 
themselves,' are, like all other sensations, merely the 
consciousness of a particular state of our organism, and 
do not, any more %han other sensations, give us a direct 
perception of the cause from which they proceed. The 

* It does not, however, follow that the mnscnlar sensation is in 
this case the only possible evidence the motion. On this point Sir 
William Hamilton observes “ Supposing all muscular feeling abo- 
lished (the power of moving the m^cles at will remaining, however, 
entire), 1 hold that the consciousness of the mental motive energy, and 
of the greater or less degree of such energy requisite, in different cir- 
cumstances, to accomplish our intention, would of i^Self enable us 
always to perceive the fact, and in some degree to measure the amount^ 
of any resistance to our voluntary movements, howbeit the concomit- 
ance of certain feelings with the different states of muscular tension 
renders this cognition not only easier, but, in fact, obtrudes it upon 
our attention ** (Reid’s Works, p. 864). 



104 


METAPHYSICS. 


muscukr sensation that arises when our motion is 
resisted is not a consciousness of resistance, hut of a 
state of our organism caused by resistance ; and it is the 
state, and not the causation, that we immediately feel ; 
the latter, as in the case of the other senses, being not 
^esmted in the sensitive act, but represmlUd as a conse- 
quence of association. Hence, while we grant the exist- 
ence and the importance of the muscular sensations, we 
are as far as ever from the knowledge of an extra-organic 
world. This knowledge depends not on the relation in 
which that world stands to our sensations, but on that in 
which it stands to our volitions. We will,, in the first 
instance to move a limb : the sensation may inform us 
that the limb obeys our volitiop ; but it is the motion, 
and not the sensation, which is resisted by the external 
body. The two are unlike in all their most important 
features. The sensation is chiefly, if not entirely, a 
passive state ; the motion is an active energy. The 
sensation is in the organism ; the motion is derived from 
the wilL The sensation cbnveys an immediate know- 
ledge of the ego ; the motion, when resisted, conveys an 
immediate knowledge of the non ego. I am conscious at 
one time of a voluntary effort to move ; I am conscious 
also (whether through the muscular sensation or other- 
wise) that I have overcome the inertia of the limb, and 
put it in motion ; and 1 am conscious of the amount of 
effort necessary to effect this purpose. This conscious- 
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ness contains, as its condition, a concomitant intellectual 
apprehension of spcLUy without which the effort to move 
could not be made or willed; and this apprehension 
appears to be original and inexplicable, as it is implied 
in the first consciousness of a power of locomotion, prior 
to its actual exercise. I next become conscious that the 
motion is resisted from without, and that an additional 
effort is needed to overcome the resistance and continue 
the motion. This is an immediate perception of a rela- 
tion between self and not-self, between the resisted effort 
and the resisting object. In this the voluntary energy 
is the primary source of knowledge ; the muscular sen- 
sation, the secondary, and possibly the contingent accom- 
paniment. The language of •Destutt Tracy — II reste 
done constant que le mouvement volontaire nous doime 
seul un vrai sentiment de resistance*** — can hardly be 
called exaggerated. 


OF THE PRIMAKY AND SECONDARY QUALITIES OP BODY. 


The theory of the actioif of our senses, and of their 
relation to the material world, would be incomplete 
without some notice of a famous distinction which has 
jijyed an important part in various systems of philo- 
/^phy, — ^the distinction between Primary and Secondary 


EUnufM d^Idiologie, p. 162 . 
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Qualities of Body. The histoiy of this distinction, under 
various names, in ancient and modem times, has been 
given at considerable length in a learned note appended 
to Sir William Hamilton's edition of Beid’s Works, to 
which we must content ourselves with referring. Our 
limits will only allow a few remarks on the nature of 
the distinction itself, and its relation to the theory of 
perception which has been adopted in the preceding 

By modem philosophers, the distinction between 

these two classes of qualities has been based sometimes 

on a psychological, sometimes on a physical principle. 

In the former point of view the primary qualities have 

been distinguished as those which cannot by any act of 

thought be separated from the conception of body being 

essential to that conception itself, in whatever relation it 

may be viewed ; while the secondary qualities are mere 

modifications of the primary, by which the bodies are 

enabled to produce certain sensations in us. In the 

latter point of view, the primary qualities are considered 

to be such as really e^t in the bodies themselves, in 

the same maimer in which they are perceived by us ; 
€ 

whereas tfip secondary qualities are but the occult 
causes of certain sensations, which, as experienced, bear 
no resemblance to the powers by which they are produced. 
Under the former class axe comprehended extension and 
solidity, to which have sometimes been added figure, 
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number, motion and rest,* hardness and softness, rough- 
ness and smoothness.'f 

Against the first of the above principles of distinction 
it has been objected that some secondary qualities, as 
well as the primary, are inseparable from the conception 
of body. Thus colour, of some kind or other, accom- 
panies every perception, and even every imagination of 
extended substance ; and of two contradictory qualities, 
one or other must be attributed to every objectj 
Against the second principle it may be objected that, 
even if we admit that in perception we are immediately 
conscious o:^ the existence of a body as presented, still 
we know not what any of its qualities may be in them- 
selves, out of relation to pur feculties. Both mind and 
matter may be immediately present in an act of percep- 
tion, yet the object perceived may be, like a chemical 
compound, the result of a relation between the two, and 
may resemble neither of the elements from which it is 
produced. We can never be certain how much of the 
perceived phenomena of a body depends on the consti- 
tution of our own faculties, and how much belongs to the 
absolute nature of the body irrespectively of its relation 
to us. To determine this point it would Ijp necessaiy 
that we should perceive it without our faculties. 

• As by Locke, Esmy, b. iL chap, viii sec. 9. 

t As by Reid, Inquiry, chop. t. sec. 4 j and by Stewart, Enwys, i. 
chap, ii sec. 2. 

t Sir W. HamUton, Reid’s Works, p. 889. 



108 


METAPHYSICS. 


- 'i'et both the above principles of distinction axe funda- 
mentally sound, though, to free them from misappr^en- 
sion, they require a somewhat different explanation and 
application from that which is usually given. The lody 
which is directly perceived by the senses is not inani- 
mate matter, but our own organism ; and of this, as 
extended, we have an immediate consciousness in every 
act of perception. Hence the distinction between pri- 
mary and secondary qualities as perceived by the senses, 
if it is tenable at all, must be tenable only in relation to 
certain qualities existing in our own organism. We can 
therefore no longer distinguish between attr^utes exist- 
ing in bodies, and powers of affecting our sensitive 
organism ; for the lody in jelat^on to which the distinc- 
tion has to be made is not that which affects, but that 
which is affected. In this point of view it is obvious 
that colour, for example, is a quality oV body, as well as 
extension. Our visual organism is presented in the act 
of sight as extended and as colowed. We cannot say 
that the extension belongs to the inanimate, the colour 
to the animated body ; for of the inanimate body the 
senses tdl us nothing. Nor yet can we describe the 
one as an a^ribute of body per se, the other of body in 
rdation to our senses ; for the whole nervous organism, 
as such, exists for us only as it is perceived, and is per- 
ceived only as it is affected. Destroy or alter the 
faculty of sense; and the whole organism of sight, as it 
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is perceived in sensation, exists no more, or exists in a 
different manner. 

The true ground of distinction between primary and 
secondary qualities of body is, we tbinlr, to be found in 
the fact, that some attributes of body are presented in 
the exercise of all the senses alike, while others are 
peculiar to one sense only. In every act of sensation 
we are conscious of our own organism as extended or 
occupying space. In the act of sight we are conscious 
of it as coloured. The two impressions, when once 
acquired, may be inseparable from each other ; but the 
first may be acquired without the second, as in the 
case of a man totally blind, who would have a know- 
ledge of extension but not of colour. * Hence the former 
class of attributes are essential to our conception of 
body, and indeed form that conception: the latter are 
accidental in so Tar as the conception of body may exist 
without them ; though, when the association between 
the two has once been formed, it may not be possible to 
separate them by any subsequent act of thought. 

We are thus brought back to the old Aristotelian 
distinction between common and ^proper sensibles, which 

* Sir W. Hamilton asaerto that “light and^darknesa, white and 
black, are, in thia relation, all equally colours and thla is true, when 
the sensation of both has been once given. But if objects are only 
discerned by difference, a man totally blind could not be said to have 
a consoioosness of darkness as such, or to associate its idea with the 
positive impressions derived from the other senses. Ordinary blind- 
ness, however, is not a total privation of the sense of colour. 
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has been pointed out by Sir William Hamilton as in 
substance identical with the modem distinction between 
primary and secondary qualities. In this point of view, 
the secondary qualities of body may be easily mdicated. 
To this class belong all the affections peculiar to certain 
parts of our sensitive organism, whether as the proper 
objects of the respective senses, or as the accidental 
accompaniments of certain sensations. “ Such are the 
idiopathic affections of our several organs of sense, as 
colour, sound, flavour, savour, and tactual sensation ; 
such are the feelings from heat, electricity, galvanism, 
etc. ; nor need it be added, such are the muscular and 
cutaneous sensations which accompany the exercise of 
the locomotive faculty. Such, though less directly the 
result of foreign causes, are titillation, sneezing, horri- 
pilation, shuddering, the feeling of what is called setting 
the teeth on edge, etc. etc. Such, iit fine, are all the 
various sensations of bodily pleasure and pain deter- 
mined by the action of external stimuli.”* 

The primary qualities require somewhat more con- 
sideration to determine them. They are the universal 
attributes of body, commoii to every mode of its exist- 
ence as an object of consciousness. Hence they are 
not, proper^ speaking, known by sense, but by intellect, 
having no special organ adapted to their perception, but 
being equally present in every exercise of the bodily 
* Sir W. Hamiltoo, Beid’s WorJc$, p. 854 (slightly altered from 
the ori^nal). 
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senses. Hence, too, they cannot, in their pure form, he 
depicted to the sense or the im a g ina tion, but require, 
in every instance, to be united with one or other of the 
secondary qualities which are the proper objects of the 
several senses. Pure extension, for example, is not an 
object of sight or touch, but only visible or tangible 
extension ; i.e. extension combined with colour or 
tactual sensation. The perception of the primary 
qualities, in its original manifestation, is in fact an 
intellectual cognition of the relations between the 
several parts of our sensitive organism ; and, as such, 
both implies a present consciousness of that organism 
as affected, and is implied by it. For, on the one hand, 
the consciousness of a relation implies the simultaneous 
consciousness of the objects related ; and, on the other 
hand, the consciousness of an object as such implies so 
much of relation*to other objects as is necessary to its 
distinct cognition. A coloured surface, for instance, 
can only be perceived as composed of several coloured 
points exterior to each othen; and a coloured point can 
only be discerned as forming a *portion of a coloured 
surface. The primary and Secondary qualities are thus 
necessarily perceived in conjunction w"lth each other; 
though the primary constitute the permanent element, 
implied in the cognition of body in general ; the second- 
ary constitute the variable element employed in the cog- 
nition of body by this or that sensa 
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Hie primary qualities of body may be all iaoluded 
under the one general head of rdaiion to space. This 
implies the twofold condition of — 1. Solidity, or occu- 
pation of space in the three dimensions of length, 
breadth, and thickness ; 2. Being contained in yiace, or 
surrounded by space on every side.* Though the sen- 
sible affection, as confined to the surface of the organism, 
may appear at first sight to indicate two dimensions 
only, yet it is obvious, on a moment’s reflection, that the 
intelligible relation of parts to parts which necessarily 
accompanies the affection, is only possible under the 
condition of a simultaneous immediate consciousness of 
soHdity. Space, in all its dimensions, is the form of all 
our perceptions of sense: a surface, or even a visible 
point, can only be perceived as occupying a portion of 
space, and as surrounded by space on all sides of it 
It is impossible to conceive a surface<as having no space 
behind or before it, or as not breaking the continuity of 
that space, and thus occupying a part of it The geo- 
metiical line which has length without breadth, and the 
geometrical surface Which has length and breadth with- 
out thickness, are, as objfects of perception, equally in- 
conceivaUe with the geometrical point which has no 
magnitude though it is possible logically to distin- 

* Sir W. Hamilton, Beid’s Works, p. 847. 

t This is poifsctly consistent with the fact, to be noticed hereafter, 
that the futwd pavqsHon of solidity by sight is not original, bnt 
acquired. 
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gaish between these various elements of body, and to 
ascertain the special properties of each. We have in 
this circumstance a further confirmation of the character 
which has throughout these pages been assigned to 
space, as an d priori condition of consciousness, mani- 
fested on the occasion of experience, but in no way to 
be evolved from it. 

From the general attribute of solidity or occupation 
of space, in its two constituent features of geometrioal 
aolidUy or trinal extension, and physical solidMy or ulti- 
mate incompressibility. Sir W. Hamilton has deduced 
the three necessary relations of nvmber or divisibility, 
size or magnitude, and shape or figure ; and from the 

correlative attribute of being contained in space, those 

• • 

of mobility and situation. These may be all regarded as 
primary qualities of body, involved in, and deducible 
by analysis fromr the conception of body in general as 
presented in every act of sensitive perception. 

Those attributes which are immediately perceived as 
existing in extra- organic bodies are distinguished by 
Sir W. Hamilton under the name of secundo-primary 
gualities. These are not essential constituents of the 
conception of body in general, but atiributes contin- 
gently observed to exist in bodies in relaSon to our 
organism. They are all contained under the general 
head of resistance or pressure, and are immediately dis- 
cerned only by means of the locomotive faculty. To 

I 
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tibis general head belong the attributes of vmgM, cohesion, 
inertia, and repulsion, all of which are made known to us 
as different modes of resistance to our locomotive energy. 
It is by the apprehension of the secundo-primary, not by 
that of the primary qualities, that we immediately learn 
the existence and nature of an extra-organic world. We 
are conscious, to use the words of Sir W. Hamilton, 
“ that our locomotive energy is resisted, and not resisted 
by aught in our organism itself. In the consciousness 
of being thus resisted is involved, as a correlative, the 
consciousness of a resisting something external to our 
organism. Both are therefore conjunctly apprehended.”* 
For a more detailed exposition of this important subject, 
which our limits do not permit us to treat at greater 
length, the reader is referred to the dissertations of Sir 
William Hamilton. *1* It only remains for us to sum up 
briefly the substance of the above remarks.’ 

By primary qualities of body must not be understood 
qualities of body per se, as it exists out of relation to cm 
fcundties; for of body in ‘this sense we have not, and 
cannot have, any knowledge. The nearest apjffoxima- 
tion which we can make to a conception of body per se 
is that of body as it appears in relation to all owr fanul- 
ties; and, consequently, the primary qualities can only 
be directly given as existing in our own oiganism, which 
is the only body of which we are immediately cognisant 

* Beid’a Watles, p. 882. t Beid’s Wotlu, notes D and D*. 
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in every act of external perception. The secnndo- 
pniaaiy and the secondaiy qualities are not in this 
sense qualities of body per ae, being given only in certain 
special modes of cognition ; the former as attributes of 
an extra- organic substance resisting our locomotive 
energy, the latter as affections of our organism in this or 
that particular state of sensation. The primary qualities 
are thus the essential constituents of our empirical notion 
of body, from whatever form of experience it may be 
derived ; labile the others are attributes superadded to 
that notion, as manifested by body in certain special 
relations only. 

But though the primary qualities of body as such 
are immediately given, onlji as existing in our own 
organism, it is obvious that they are apprehended as 
forming the essential attributes of all matter alike, 
organic or othervdse; for the body which resists our 
locomotive energy can only do so as occupying a 
portion of space into which we attempt to penetrate, 
and thus as possessing the same primary qualities with 
the organism to which it is related. The secondary 
qualities, too, though immediately apprehended only 
as affections of our organism, are, in the latv develop- 
ment of consciousness, necessarily associated with ex- 
terior objects. The nature of this association next 
claims our attention, as that which gives rise to the 
important phenomena of ae^red perception. 
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OF THE ACQUIBED PEECEPTIONS. 

The ezamination of the Acquired Perceptions should, 
in strict accuracy, be undertaken in connection with 
the representative, not with the presentative conscious- 
ness. They are not, properly speaking, given in the 
sensitive act to which they are supposed to belong, but 
inferred by the understanding, according to a law of 
association, from the presence of something else. But 
inasmuch as the inference is one which is never con- 
sciously performed; as it takes place by, a necessary 
law of our mental constitution at a period too early to 
leave any trace in the memojy ; as, consequently, in 
the complex acts of our matured consciousness the 
inferred elements are not directly distinguishable &om 
the data which suggest them ; and as the explanation 
of the former is intimately connected with the preceding 
remarks on the latter, it will be better to sacrifice the 
strictly logical arrangemeiit, in order to present in a 
more connected view* the entire series of phenomena 
usually referred to the evidence of the senses. 

It hasjbeen already observed that, in the exercise of 
our faculties in their mature state, no perception occurs 
pure and isolated, but is, in all cases, united with an 
act of judgment or inference. To ascertain by actual 
experience the relative proportions of these ingredients. 
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so as to separate the independent acts of the senses from 
the results of theu education, it would be necessary to 
have an exact recollection of our first impressions as 
they existed before the formation of habits. Nay, even 
this, were it possible, would be hardly sufficient; as it 
may be questioned whether the education of the senses 
does not in some respects precede even the first 
occasions of their exercise. From what has been said 
in treating of the locomotive faculty, it appears that the 
sense of sight, for example, can never be said to have 
existed in a wholly uneducated state; inasmuch as 
certain obspure notions of an external world already 
exist, and have made their influence felt, before the eyes 
of the child have come ^n contact with the light, or its 
acts been exposed to the observation of others. When, 
in the absence of experience of the simple, we attempt 
to supply its place by analysis of the compound, it must 
be borne in mind that the results at which we arrive 
will represent a theoretical rather than an actual process, 
and that some of the conclilsions elicited by the theory 
will be only approximately true* in practice. It must 
not be supposed, for instance, that the several stages 
through which the sense of sight is repr^en^ed as pass-, 
ing, actually occur as distinct phenomena of vision 
during the unremembered days of infancy. When 
theory declares that the object which we really see is 
the organ of sight, it does not follow that the infant has 
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ever actoally seen it there. The approximate truth, 
that the perception of distance is of gradual acquisition, 
may be ascertained by positive observation; but no 
observation can tell us whether the actual exercise of 
sight began with the first or with a later member of the 
series. The remark which we have before had occasion 
to make, that the distinctions of Psychology represent 
the elements of consciousness rather than separate acts, 
is equally applicable here. 

Of the acquired perceptions, those of vision are by 
far the most important; so much so that it will be 
sufficient to notice a few of the principal of these, 
leaving the reader to apply our observations, mviatis 
miUandis, to the other spnseq. The principle which 
must guide him in making the application is that which 
we have more than once had occasion to repeat; 
namely, that no sense, in its original dale, inform ns of 
anything more than certain ^ates of our oum organism. 
In addition to this, it will be necessary to bear in mind 
another principle of no leds importance; namely, that 
all representation mmt' he founded on a presmtaiion; in 
other words, that nothing can he inferred in cormeetion 
with one pJ^nomenon of amsdoumess which has not been 
given in connexion with another. The examination of 
this principle bdongs to a later stage of our inquiry. 
For the present we must content ourselves with taking 
it for granted. 
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Among the acquired perceptions of the sense of 
sight the most important are the following : — 1. The 
perception of an external fidd of vision distinct from the 
retina, and the consequent judgments concerning the 
distance and magnitude of objects in that field, 2. The 
perception of the unity of a visible object, which pre- 
sents a separate image to each retina. 3. The perception 
of the object as solid or extended in three dimensions of 
space, and of its figure or boundary in each direction. 
4. The perception of its position, which is the reverse of 
that of its image on the retina. A few remarks on each 
of these wilj, it is hoped, furnish sufficient information 
for the explanation of acquired perceptions in general 
1. Field of vision. — The {rue or perceived field of 
vision is the surface of the retina itself ; and this may, 
in certain cases, be actually discerned as such. Thus, 
the sensation of darkness is the consciousness of the 
condition of the retina in a state of repose ; and in this 
there is no perception of any field of vision exterior 
to the retina itseK. The «q>parent or inferred field of 
vision is a space of greater or les^ extent, exterior to the 
eye, on which the images of the retina are projected by 
an act of the mind. In the majority of cases we 
appear to perceive this field immediately; but many 
observations have been adduced to show that this 
apparent perception is not part of the original faculty of 
sight. An infant appears at first to have no perception 
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by sight of the distance of objects, but stretches out its 
hands towards distant and near bodies alike. The youth 
who was couched by Cheselden saw at first all objects 
in one plane, and appuently touching the ey& It is true 
that the patient in this instance saw the objects as on 
not i% the eye ; and this may, perhaps, be the case with 
the infant also ; but it must be remembered that the 
ideas of externality and distance are already partially 
acquired by the locomotive faculty before the sense of 
sight comes into exercisa From these approximate 
facts, joined to what we know of the theory of vision, we 
may conclude, with some probability, that a, being desti- 
tute of the power of motion would, on first opening his 
eyes, discern nothing but the. images existing on the 
surface of the retina. 

But, when the knowledge of an external world has 
been once given by the locomotive faculty, the education 
of the sense of vision follows rapidly and imperceptibly. 
A certain image on the retina accompanies the percep- 
tion of an object in contact *with the hand. The object 
is pushed farther off, and the size and outline of Ihe 
image undergo a corresponding change. The hand is 
placed oveg; the object, and its image takes the place of 
the other. It is placed over the eye, and the images 
vanish altogether. Certain sensations of sight are thus 
at first associated with certain perceptions of distance ; 
then suggest those perceptions when the latter are not 
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immediately present; and finally, as the process be- 
comes more familiar, are substituted for them. Some- 
thing similar to this takes place more perceptibly in 
some of the associations of ideas which are formed at a 
later period. In many cases, where the association is 
frequent, the antecedent is gradually forgotten, and the 
attention whoUy fixed on the consequent. There is no 
original connection between the meaning of a word and 
its sound, or between the sound and the written charac- 
ters by which it is represented to the eye ; yet the sight 
of certain black figures on a white ground suggests to 
the child first the sound, and through the sound the 
meaning. At a later stage the intermediate links of 
the chain are forgotten ; .the sound vanishes entirely ; 
the form of the letter is scarcely, if at all, noticed ; and 
the sight of the printed page plunges us at once into 
communion with l;he thoughts of the writer. Yet tibe 
mere visual perception remains as it was, one and the 
same to the man who can read and to the man who 
cannot. All beyond this is Squired by habit ; and the 
process, when most fanuliar and most imperceptible, is 
in its successive steps precisely the same as in those 
early days when we painfully combined distifict letters 
into syllables, and distinct syllables into words, and 
distinct words into sentences. The principal difference 
which distinguishes this and similar operations frnm 
the acquired perceptions of sight is, that the assoda- 
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tions are formed in the one case consciously, after the 
mind has acquired a power of reflecting on its own 
operations, and of acting in consequence of reflection; 
in the other, unconsciously, by an instinctive law of our 
constitution. Hence the latter may be described as a 
natural association common to all men ; the former, as 
an artificial association peculiar to the educated. Yet 
our natural powers are not, as natural, necessarily bom 
with us. It is natural for man to see distant objects ; 
in the same way as it is natural for him to walk up- 
right and to use his hands. Yet there was a time 
when he could not discern distances by the eye ; just 
as there was a time when he crawled on all fours, and 
employed his hand for ,no other purpose than that of 
sucking its extremities. 

The following remarks of Professor Muller are 
important, in illustration of the phtoomenon in ques- 
tion: — “Several physiologists — ^as Tourtal, Volkmann, 
and Bartels — suppose the interpretation of the sensa- 
tions of the retina, as objects forming part of the exte- 
rior world, to be a f&culty of the sense of vision itselfl 
But what, in the first place, constitutes the external 
world ? Sincil, in the first acts of vision, the image of 
the individual’s own body cannot be distinguished from 
those of other bodies, the referring of the sensations of 
vision to something external can be nothing else than 
the discrimination between the sensations of vision and 
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the subject of them — ^between the sensations and the 
sentient sdf. It is by the operations of the judgment 
that the objects of vision are recognised as exterior to 
the body of the individual. ... It is said that the 
new-born infant perceives from the first that the ob- 
jects of vision are external to its body and to its eye ; 
but the infant perceives neither its own eye nor its 
body in the form of sensations of vision, and only 
learns by experience which of the images which it sees 
is its own body. We can therefore only say, that the 
new-born infant distinguishes the sensations from the 
sentient adf;^ and in this sense only does it perceive 
the sensation as something extemaL In brutes, the co- 
operation of instinct renders t]iis reaction of the senso- 
rium under the impression of external objects much 
less indefinite ; for the young animal soon applies itself 
to the nipple of tlfe mother ; so that its sensorium must 
be the seat of an innate impulse to attain to the image, 
which it sees, and which is an object, or something 
external to the sentient self, by appropriate movements. 
Though the new-born infant be dt first unable to dis- 
tinguish between the image bf its own body and those 
of external objects, it will soon remarS that certain 
images in the field of vision are constantly reappear- 
ing, and that these images move when its body is 
voluntarily moved. These are images of parts of its 
own body. All the other images in the field of vision 
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either change quite independently of the body of the 
infant, or the changes which they undergo do not cor- 
respond with its voluntary movements. These are 
images of objects appertaining to the external world, 
which, now recognised as existing in a space external 
to the body of the individual, are henceforth continu- 
ally presenting themselves in this space, which, accord- 
ing to the conception of the mind, is subject to the 
operations of vision. Of the eye, as the organ of vision, 
the new-born infant knows nothing.”* 

The field of vision being thus by association per- 
ceived as external to the eye, our judgment of the rela- 
tive distance and magnitvde of objects within the field 
is determined by similar^assopiations. That of distance 
is an inference, chiefly drawn, in the first instance, from 
the degrees of distinctness in the colour and outline of 
the objects, aided, perhaps, in the else of near objects, 
by the muscular sensations accompanying the conver- 
gence of the optic axes.f That of magnitude may be 
considered as partly original, partly acquired. Original, 
in so far as there is ’a difference in the size of the ob- 
ject actually perceived (le. the image on the retina), 
dependei^i upon the visual angle made by the central 
rays of two pencils of light from the extreme points of 
a luminous body, intersecting after refraction within 


• Elmimita of Fhymloyy, p. 1168. 
t Carpenter, of Swmim Phyaialogy, p. 922. 
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the eye ; acquired, inasmuch as the inferred magnitude 
of the external object is the r.esult of a combination of 
the size of its image with other phenomena, chiefly with 
those which give rise to our estimate of its distance. 
This is, in substance, the theory of distance and mag- 
nitude first proposed by Bishop Berkeley, — a theory 
which, while it has been amended and completed in 
some of its minor details by the discoveries of modem 
science, remains in its essential features unshaken. 

II. Single vision with two eyes , — The above remarks 
are also applicable in a great degree to the phenomenon 
of single vision with two eyes ; a phenomenon which 
many eminent physiologists have referred to a special 
provision in the structure^ of tjie visual apparatus,* but 
which is sufficiently proved by the observations and 
experiments of Professor Wheatstone to be an inference 
fix>m the mental Combination of the two images actually 
seen. To this combination it is necessary that the two 
images should fall on portions of the two retinse which 
have been accustomed to act’ in concert; and the prin- 
ciple on which it mainly depends is doubtless the 
association of a single perraption of resistance with 
the double image of the corresponding ''visible pheno- 
mena.f 

* See Muller’s EtmenU (ff Physiology, p. 1197. 

t See Dr. Bely’s remarks in his translation of Miiller’s EUmevU of 
Physiology, p. 1206 ; and Carpenter’s PrvneipUs of Ewman Physiology, 

p. 917. 
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III. Soiidity and Figure . — ^The penseptiiuia of soli- 
dity and figure are results of the same law of association. 
The former, as Professor Wheatstone’s experiments 
show, is like the unity of the object, the effect of the 
combination of the two visible images, and depends, as 
far as sight is concerned, upon the different perspective 
exhibited by the projection of each. The phenomena of 
the stereoscope present a now familiar illustration of 
this; two plane projections being, by means of this 
instrument, made to act upon the eye in the same man- 
ner that solid figures do in ordinary vision ; and the 
two being, by an act of the mind, combined into the 
appearance of one external solid body.* The percep- 
tion of resistance, however, has also some share in the 
origin of this association. Figure, like magnitude, is 
partly an original, partly an acquired perception. Plane 
figures, such as a square or a circle, dan be depicted on 
the surface of the retina, and can thus be distinguished 
from each other by the original power of the sense of 
sight Solid figures, such as a sphere or a cube, are 
discerned in a great measure by the simultaneous use 
of both eyes, though the Accuracy of the discrimination 

* This ezplaaalioa is, of coone, inapplicable to the case of persons 
who hare the sig^t of one eye only. Here, however, the same percep- 
ti(m of solidity will be produced, partly by the associations suggested by 
resistanoe, and partly bv the different perspectiye of the projection, 
consequent cm changes in the portion of the single eye. 
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is, no doulit, assisted by associations derived from touch 
assisted by motion.* 

IV. Erect vision . — The explanation of the erect posi- 
tion of external objects has been attempted in various 
ways, none of which, however, can be considered as 
quite satisfactory.f It seems to be a law of the mind, 
in projecting images beyond the retina, to follow in some 
degree the course of the rays, and thus to produce an 
inverted impression when the image is projected beyond 
the point where the rays intersect. But to investigate 

* Molyneux proposed to Locke tke question whether a person bom 
blind, who was able by touch to distinguish a cube from a sphere, would, 
on suddenly obti^ing his sight, be able to distinguish them by the 
latter sense (see Locke, JSssay, b. ii. chap. 9). Professor Muller finds 
it ** difficult to conceive wherefpre tb^se two philosophers answered 
the problem in the negative. ” That figures, solid as well as plane, can 
be distinguished by sight alone, when the perception of an external field 
of vision has once been acquired, seems unquestionable ; but the real 
problem is to determin^whether each perception of sight can be at once 
identified with the corresponding perception of touch. That this cannot 
be done has been recently shown experimentally in a case reported by 
Mr. Nunneley of Leeds. The patient in this case was actually in the 
circumstances supposed by Molyneux) capable of distinguishing a cube 
from a sphere by touch. On first exerdsin^his sight he could perceive 
a difference in the shapes, but could not say which was the cube and 
which the sphere. This interesting case confirms, in many respects, 
the experiment of Oheselden. See Nunneley On theKHrgom of Fiston, 

p. 82. ^ 

+ Sir David Brewster’s theory of the line of visible direction is 
objected to on physiological grounds by Dr. Carpenter, Hwmn Physuh 
logy^ p. 916, That proposed by Professor Muller, and adopted by Dr. 
Carpenter, may be briefly stated thus. Up and down, right and left, 
are relative terms ; therefore the inversion of everything is equivalent to 



128 


METAPHYSICS. 


this and similar points folly, it would be necessary to 
know the exact relations of mind and body to each 
other in the act of sensation. This is impossible, as we 
cannot trace the action of the mind apart i^m that of 
the organism. The explanation of many of the pheno- 
mena of sensation probably depends on some inscrutable 
condition of consciousness, which no examination of the 
mere nervous organism is able to reveal to us. “ There 
is,” says Mr. Morell, “ a perilous distance for the mate- 
rialist to travel between the retina and the living soul. 
The eye does not see of itself, neither, if the optic nerve 
be severed, can any visual perception reach the mind. 
How, then, we may ask, can the image on the retina 
travel along the nerve, and impress the brain with its 
own form and hue ? The moment we get beyond the 
mere TMchanim of the case, our power of tracing the 
image is lost, and we can only detect at the other, or 
spiritual end of the process, a mental phenomenon, 
differing as widely as possible from the mere material 
substance without.”* 

The acquired perceptions of the other senses may be 

the inversion of nothing. Thu explanation, however, does not tell ns 
why the inversion takes place, bat only accounts for the fact of our not 
noticing itf The fSact still remains unexplained, that the external object 
and the image on the retina are, to the eye of a sbremger^ in a position 
the reverse of each other. Query-- Are th&y likewise so in differmt ^agea 
of the vision of the person himself t This we have as yet no means of 
determining. 

* Elements of Psychology, p. 181. 
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explamed on the same principles. Such, for instance, 
are the judgments which we form of the direction and 
distance of an object by the hearing or the smell ; these 
two senses having, like that of sight, both an original 
and an acquired field for their exercise. Cognate to 
the subject of acquired Perceptions is that of acquired 
Sensations. The feelings of pleasure and pain, which 
an object imparts through the senses, may be as much 
the result of practice and association as the information 
which we gain by the same means concerning its nature. 
Instances of this may be found in the artificial tastes 
which we gaiqi by the constant use of objects which at 
first were considered as indifferent or disagreeable ; and, 
again, in the strong feelings qf dislike with which we 
often regard various sensations, solely in consequence of 
some early association. And hence it will often be the 
case that the difibrent degrees of pleasure which the 
several senses are capable of affording to an educated 
man, will by no means correspond to those which they 
materially impart as vehicles oi mere animal enjoyment. 
Thus the senses of sight and he&ring, which are less 
intense tbfl.Ti the other sens& in the merely nervous 
affections which they are calculated to ekdte, are, not- 
withstanding, the vehicles of a mixed enjoyment (partly 
sensitive, partly intellectual) of a far higher order. But 
the pleasure which we enjoy from the sight of beautiftil 
sceneiy, or from the hearing of music, is something 

K 
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veiy different from the natural sensation, or affection of ' 
the nervous organism. The natural sensation is limited 
to that amount of enjoyment of which the sense is sus- 
ceptible at the moment of its exercise. When our eyes 
are gratified by a variety of visible objects, or our ears 
by a succession of sounds, the memory, and not the 
sensation, plays the principal part. We see the various 
objects, we hear the various sounds, in sweesswn; 
though by an act of thought we necessarily combine 
them into a single whole. But the discemmeTit of rela- 
tions is in no case a work of sense; and beauty and 
deformity, harmony and discord, are almost entirely 
the result of relations. To estimate the merely sensual 
pleasure imparted by sight and hearing, we must sup- 
pose the eye to be limited to a succession of detached 
colours, and the ear to a succession of isolated sounds, 
with no consciousness of any relatfon between them, 
and no power of comparing the past with the present. 
This distinction between original and acquired sensa- 
tions has been perhaps too much neglected in the vari- 
ous attempts that have been made to construct an exact 
philosophy of taste. ‘ 


OF ATTENnON. 


That sensation, as before observed, is neither a purely 
bodily nor a purely mental affection — that it bdongs 



PSYCHOLOGY. 


131 


neitber to the nervous oi^anidm alone, nor yet exclu- 
sively to the active self by which that organism is 
animated, but to that mysterious union of both, whose 
elements and laws philosophy has ever failed, and prob- 
ably ev6r will fail, to penetrate — appears conspicuously 
when we come to examine two states of consciousness 
which appear to form the connecting links between the 
external and the internal affections, between the passive 
and the active elements of our nature, partaking 
of both, and identical with neither. These two are 
AtteiUim and Imagination. Attention, in particular, 
partakes of this twofold character in a remarkable 
degree. To a hasty inspection it appears as if the oper- 
ation of this faculty wer§ at once the antecedent and 
the consequent of the sensible impression, as if the mind 
were at the same time active and passive in its produc- 
tion. It appears Certain, on the one hand, that in order 
to arouse the attention to any sensible phenomenon, that 
phenomenon must first be presented to consciousness; 
while, on the other hand, it has been argued, with some 
plausibility, that unless the attention be previously 
aroused, consciousness has no intimation of the exist- 
ence of the phenomenon at all All the'physical con- 
ditions of sensation may exist in full perfection, without 
any corresponding impression being produced upon the 
miad. “When two persons,” says Seid, “are engaged 
in interesting discourse, the clock strikes within their 
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hearing, to which they give no attention. What is the 

consequence ? The next minute they know not whether 

the clock struck or not. Yet their ears were not shut. 

The usual impression was made upon the organ of 

hearing, and upon the auditory nerve and brain ; but, 

from inattention, the sound either was not perceived, or 

passed in the twinkling of an eye, without leaving the 

least vestige in the memory.”* Of the two alternatives 

here offered to our choice, the latter is adopted by Dr. 

Eeid’s successor as the more accurate explanation of the 

phenomenon. That attention is not necessary to the 

existence of a sensation in the consciousness seems at 

first sight manifest, both a prion, because a phenomenon 

must exist before the .attention can be aroused to 

observe it, and a posteriori, from the very narrow limits 

within which experience testifies that our power over 

our own sensations is confined. T^en the mind is 

unoccupied, the slightest and most familiar sounds will 

make themselves heard as a matter of course. It is 

not necessary that the attention should be previously 
» 

directed towards the object from which the sound pro> 
ceeds ; it is sufficient that it be not engaged with any 
other object. A louder or more unusual sound forces 
itself on the consciousness, however much the attention 
may be engaged elsewhere. The striking of a clock 
may be unheard during an interesting discourse ; but 

* Active Powere, Essay iL chap. 8. ' 
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the report of a gun, or any unwonted noise, will be 
heard in spite of it. These and other considerations 
may be urged in favour of the hypothesis so ably main- 
tained by Dugald Stewart, — ^namely, that we are in all 
cases conscious of the sensation, but are not always able 
to recollect that we have been conscious. “The true 
state of the fact,” says that distinguished philosopher, 
“I apprehend, is, that the mind may think and will, 
without attending to its thoughts and volitions so as to 
be able afterwards to recollect them. Nor is this merely 
verbal criticism; for there is an important difference 
between consciousness and attention, which it is very 
necessary to keep in view, in order to think upon this 
subject with any degree pf piiecision. The one is an 
involuntary state of mind; the other is a voluntary 
act: the one has no immediate connection' with Hie 
memory ; but the dther is so essentially subservient to 
it, that without some degree of it, the ideas and percep- 
tions which pass through the mind seem to leave no 
trace behind them. When two persons are speaking to 
us at once, we can attend to either *of them at pleasure, 
without being much disturbe*d by the other. If we 
attempt to listen to both we can rmders’tand neither. 
The fact seems to be, that when we attend constantly to 
one of the speakers, the words spoken by the other 
make no impression on the memory, in consequence of 
oiu not attending to them, and affect us as little as if 
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they had not been uttered. This power, however, of the 
mind to attend to either speaker at pleasure, supposes 
that it is at one and the same time conscious of the 
sensations which both produce. Another well-known 
fact may be of use in illustrating the same distinction. 
A person who accidentally loses his sight never fails to 
improve gradually in the sensibility of his touch. Now 
there are only two ways of explaining this. The one 
is, that in consequence of the loss of the one sense 
some change takes place in the physical constitution of 
the body, so as to improve a different organ of percep- 
tion. The other, that the mind gradually acquires a 
power of attending to and remembering those slighter 
sensations of which it» was. formerly conscious, but 
which, from our habits of inattention, made no impres- 
sion whatever on the memory. No one, surely, can 
hesitate for a moment in pronouncing which of these 
two suppositions is the more philosophical.”* 

But this ingenious reasoning is not quite so con- 
clusive as at first sight it appears to be. It proves 
clearly that the attention cannot be directed to an ob- 
ject in contact with an organ of sense unless something 
intervenes to*^ arouse it; but it assumes without proof 
that this something must itself be a phenomenon of 
consciousness. The question remains. Is the pheno- 
menon of which we become folly conscious by attention 
* Ekmmb oftha PhMoto^ oftheEvmum Mind, part ii. chap. 2. 
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the that it was before we attended to 

it? or has attention itself added an element which 
brings it within the sphere of consciousness? It seems 
at first sight a paradox to maintain that our conscious- 
ness can be stimulated by anything of which we are not 
conscious. Yet this apparent paradox is a fact which 
in some degree takes place at every moment of our 
livea When we look at the smallest visible point of 
light, this is obviously compounded of parts so small as 
to he invisible ; yet each of these contributes its share 

to the sum total of consciousness. When we see a dis- 

t 

tant forest, the indistinct impression of green is made 
up of the greenness of every individual leaf, not one of 
which could be singly di§cernpd. The theory of hUwt 
madifications of mind, or, as they are called by Leib- 
nitz, dbscv/ro representations, which is well calculated to 
explain many of ^he most curious phenomena of con- 
sciousness, has been almost entirely neglected by the 
philosophers of this country; yet it is one which, though 
in most of its details belonging to physiology rather 
than to psychology, must be assumed by the latter 
science as the basis of many of its researches. In the 
recently -published Zectwres on Metaphysics of Sir W. 
Hamilton, this deficiency has been in a great degree 
supplied ; and the English student of philosophy has 
now the means of seeing this question treated with the 
fulness and ability which its importance deserves. 
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But whether, in the widest sense of the term co»- 
scmmm, it can or cannot he correctly described as prior 
to and independent of the act of attention, yet in the 
narrower and more accurate sense, in which alone it can 
be the object of scientific analysis, attention becomes a 
necessary condition of its existence, or rather is iden> 
tical with consciousness itself. Every phenomenon of 
consciousness proper, as before observed, must possess 
in some degree the attributes of dearness and distinct- 
ness, without which k can leave no trace in the memory, 
and cannot be compared with other phenomena of the 
same class. But to a clear or distinct consciousness it 
is necessary that an act of reflection should accompany 

the intuition : and to the act of reflection it is neces- 
' * » 

saiy that the phenomenon in question should have been 
observed with some degree of attention. The act of 
attention is therefore a necessary conilition, possibly of 
the existence of a sensation in consciousness, but cer- 
tainly of its recognition as such ; and, in strict language, 
it would not be inaccurate to define attention as Con- 
sciousness in operation relatively to a definite object. 
This intinmte union of tfne active with the passive 
functions of the human mind ; this presence in every 
complete act of consciousness of a voluntary and per- 
sonal factor — a permanent sdf in the midst of transitory 
modes,— exhibits man as in some degree the master of 
his own consciousness, and the author of the phenomena 
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which it leveals to him. It is the exaggeration or ex- 
clusive consideration of this element which is the source 
of most of the extravagances of idealist metaphysics, as 
its n^lect or suppression has given rise to most of the 
opposite extravagances of sensationalism. 

or IMAGINATION, MEMORY, AND HOPE. 

In the art of attention the mind selects certain pro- 
minent features of an object of intuition, which thus 
become fixed in the memory, and capable of reproduc- 
tion when th§ object is no longer present. The repro- 
ductive Imagination is thus the sequel of attention, 
forming the second link in, the cham of connection 
between the intuitive and the reflective consciousness.* 
Hence, in a strictly methodical arrangement, the treat- 
ment of attention find imt^ination should be postponed 
till after the complete examination of the phenomena of 
intuition. But the prominence which, in the majority 
of treatises on the subject, has been given to the sen- 
sible relations of these two cogn&te acts, may famish 
both an excuse for the consideration of them in the 
present place, and an opportunity of poiflting out some 
of the chief defects which may be noticed in the ordi- 
nary treatment of them. “ Imagination,” says Dr. Emd, 
“when it is distinguished from conception, seems to me 
* See Morell, ElmeiUs qf Psychology ^ p. 169, 
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to signify one species of conception — ^to wit, the concep- 
tion of visible objects.”* In this he follows the lan- 
guage of Descartes, — “ Imaginari nihil aliud est quam 
rei corporeae figuram seu imaginem conteinplari.”f Mr. 
Stewart, though differing in his language, virtually 
limits the office of the same faculty to the reproduction 
of sensible impressions, though he does not, like the two 
authors last cited, conffiie it to the impressions of sight. 
Under the name of conception, he defines it as “that 
power of the mind which enables it to form a notion of 
an absent object of perception, or of a sensation which 
it has formerly felt.” J Of the proper sense of the term 
conception we shall have occasion to speak hereafter. 
For the present, it will.be sufficient to observe that 
Imagination, in the proper psychological sense of the 
term, should not be confined to the reproduction of the 
phenomena connected with the bodily senses. It should 
rather be defined as the consciousness of an image in 
the mind, resembling and representing an object of pos- 
sible intuition. Not the objects of sense alone, but the 

presentations of intuition, external or internal, — desires, 

« 

* iTUetlectuail Pomrs^ Essay iv. chap. 1. 

t MedUcUio Se^hmda, The office of imagination in relation to two 
other senses is accurately described in the lines of Shelley — 

“ Music, when soft voices die, 

Vibrates in the memory ; 

Odours, when sweet violets sicken, 

Live within the sense they quicken,” 
t JElments of the FhUosoph/y of the Etmm Mind, part L chap. 8. 
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aflfections, volitions, thoughts, as well as sounds, or 
colours, or figures, — everything, in short, that can he 
experienced in consciousness as an individual thing, 
act, or state of mind, may remain as an image in 
the memory, or be reproduced in the mind at a future 
period. Or the detached portions of objects once per- 
cmved may be combined by the imagination in a manner 
in which they have never been presented in any actual 
experience. Thus, when the upper parts of a man and 
the lower parts of a horse have been perceived by the 
sense in separate objects, the image of a centaur may be 
formed as readily as that of a horse or a man. It is to 
this last “ power of modifying our conceptions, by com- 
bining the parts of diffeiient ones together, so as to form 
new wholes of our own creation,” that Mr. Stewart 
would confine the term imagination. The distinction 
really lies not so'much in the image obtained as in the 
manner of obtaining it ; and, though worthy of notice 
on many accounts, should, I think, be expressed in dif- 
ferent language. 

Imagination is of two kinds, which, foUowmg the 
plan of classifying the phenomena of mind by the 
leading characteristics of each, may be distinguished as 
Ijelonging to the intuitive and the reflective conscious- 
ness respectively. The first, in which the mind is 
comparatively passive, consists in the continuance, in a 
weaker form, of a sensible or otherwise intuitive impres- 
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sion, when the object which gave rise to it is no longer 
present.* This is the imagination, which is described 
b j Aristotle as a Mud of weaJc sensation, ^ and as sensi- 
tive imagination.l When conpled with a consciousness 
of the past existence of the impression which it repre- 
sents, it forms the memory, as distinguished from the 
reminisceruse of Aristotle. § The other kind of imagi- 
nation is more properly an act of thought, || and con- 
sists in constructing in the mind an individual image 
(whether actually resembling a former impression or 
not) in accordance with the attributes contained in a 
given general notion. In this instance, •.imagination 
coincides, with a faculty to be hereafter described — eon- 
ce^ion. It is, in fact, individualising the contents of a 

* Arist. Anal, Post, ii. 19. 5* aladiiaem rots fUv twv j 

iyylwerat fjuow^ alffB'fuJMros, rots 8’ oi>jc hfylvrrai, *'0<roi5 fikv oCv 
ytwercUf SKm 4 M oitK (cm toi^tois yvutns rod 

ala$dP€ff$ou. ' iv ofs, 5’, ipcffTi [/i^] aladojfOfUvoiS ix^ip (hi h r% 

The negative inserted by Trendelenburg appears indispensable to the 
sense. 

t BheL 1, 11. 

t Be Anwia^ iii 11. altrOrjriK^ fftwraala koX iv rots 

dXXois iVoif {nrdpx^h 4 PovXevriKp ip rots XoywTMCoij. 

§ Aristotle, Be Memoria, c. i. flip ofh^ r(av iijt 
; ; ifHtpepdp, (hi VccU o^ep ij <l>aPTaffla * koX i 

I Be MemoriOf c. iL 25. AiatfApei di rov juPTf/MPe^ip r 

iroXXd, roO 3* dpafiifUfi^aKeaBoUf oidip, ihs elireat, tQp yptapi^ 
T\ijp Mptofros, AXti(^ 3* 6rt rb dpafUfiPi/iirKe 
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concept or general notion, so as to depict them (whicli 
in their general form is impossible) to the intnitive 
consciousness. This kind of imagination may be simpler 
or more complex, according as the image is constructed, 
immediately, from the data famished by the given 
notion, or mediately, from a train of associations which 
that notion suggests. It includes under it as a species 
the del'Oyerative imaginaiion of Aristotle; and, when 
coupled with the conscious effort to recall a past impres- 
sion, corresponds in some degree to the reminiscmce of 
the same philosopher.* 

Imagination, Memory, and Hope, are psychologically 
one and the same faculty.^ In Imagination, the pre- 
sence of the image is peceasarily accompanied by a 
conviction of ih.B pos^le existence of the corresponding 
object in an intuition. Memory is the presence of 
the same image,*accompanied by a conviction of the 
fact, that the object represented has actudly existed in 


* By reminiscence, Aristotle means the process of endeayouring to 
reproduce something formerly on the memory, indirectly, by means of 
lusociated ideas. Memory proper comes in hi the conclusion of the pro- 
cess, though it may also exist without it. (See De Memoria^ ii. 4.) In 
this point of view it is obvious that memory is the result of a process of 
thought, and therefore should not have been identifie^with thatretention 
or remembrance which in the same chapter is described as common to 
men and brutes. It would be miore accurate to distingulBh between 
iwhwUive and rtjUdim remembrance, according as it is performed with- 
out or with the intervention of a concept ; and of the latter the Aristo-i 
telian ipdfiinff<rts is a special form. 

t See Sir W. Hamilton, IHscussicms^ p. 52. 
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a ^708^ intuition. Hope, in like manner, is the presence 
of the same image, together -vnth an anticipation, m(nr 6 
or less vivid, of the actual existence of the object in a 
fviui/re intuition. Imagination, memory, and hope are 
thus (whether formed by a reflective process or not) 
in their actual results partly presentative, partly 
aentative. They are presentative of the image, which 
has its own distinct existence in consciousness, irrespect- 
ively of its relation to the object which it is supposed 
to represent They are representative of the object 
which that image resembles, and. which, either in its 
present form or in its several elements, miTst have been 
presented in a past act of iutuition. Thus there is com-) 
biued an immediate con^ciou§ness of the present with 
a mediate consciousness of the past An immediate or 
presentative consciousness of the past or the future, as 
such, is impossible. ' 

Imagination, beiug representative of an intuition, is, 
like intuition, only possible on the condition that its 
immediate object should be an individucd. If we try to 
form in our miuds the image of a triangle, it must be 
of some individual flgure, — equilateral, isosceles, or 
scalene. It uf* impossible that it should, at the same 
time, be all of these, or none. It may bear more or less 
resemblance to the object which it represents ; but it 
can attain to resemblance at all only by being, like the 
object itself, individual I may recall to mind, with 
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more or less vividness, the features of an absent Mend, 
as I may paint his portrait Mth more or less accuracy ; 
but the likeness in neither case ceases to be the indi* 
vidual representation of an individual man. On the 
other hand, my notion of a man in general can attain 
to , universality only by surrendering resemblance; it 
becomes the indifferent representative of aU mankind, 
only because it has no special likeness to any one in 
particular. This distinction must be carefully borne m 
mind in comparing imagination with the cognate pror 
cess of conception. 

OF INTEENAIi INTUITION IN GKNEEAL. 

• • 

Locke, as is wdl known, referred the origin of our 
ideas to two sources — sensation, by which we acquire 
our knowledge of external objects; and reflection, by 
which we become acquainted with the internal opera- 
tions of our own minds. The latter term is unfor- 
tunately chosen, as it naturally suggests the notion of a 
tv/nwng haclc of the mind upon an object previously 
existing; and thus represen& the phenomena of con- 
sciousness as distinct from the act of mflecting upon 
them . Understood in this sense, reflection can have no 
other objects than the phenomena of sensation in some 
one of its modes ; for sensation and reflection are the 
only recognised sources of knowledge ; and if reflection 
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implies a pieTiously existing operation of mind, that 
opm»tion can be none other than sensation. Inter- 
preting Locke in this sense, Condillac and his followers 
were only carrying out the doctrine to its legitimate 
consequences when they maintained that sensation was 
the only original source of ideas, and furnished the 
whole material of our knowledge. But though the 
language of Locke is both unfortunate in its choice of 
terms and vaujiUating in the use of them, the general 
tenor of his philosophy demands a different interpreta- 
tion of the term reflection, as synonymous with vniemal 
eonsciottmess : that is to say, as a knowledge of the 
presence of certain inward phenomena of mind, which 
exist only as they are Igiown, and are known only as 
they exist Beflection is thus an original and inde- 
pendent source of ideas not distinct from, but identical 
with, the acts that are its objects. It is, in fact, the 
consciousness of those states of the mind by which it is 
placed in relation to itself, as Sensation is the conscious- 
ness of those states of the mind by which it is placed in 
relation to the material world. Both sensation and 
reflection thus denote original states of consciousness, 
which exist only in so fu as we are conscious of them. 
For example, I see, wni I am conscious that I see. These 
two assertions, logically distinct, are really one and 
inseparable. Sight is a state of consciousness ; and I 
see only in so fax as I am conscious of seeing. Here, 
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then, is one source of ideas, — the consciousness of cer- 
tain affections of our bodily senses in relation to exter- 
nal objects. Whatever comes from this source is classed 
by Locke under the general head of ideas of sensation. 
But again ; I am angry, and I am conscious that I am 
angry ; I fear, and I am conscious that I fear ; I wiU, 
and I am conscious that I will. Here, too, are acts 
which exist only in so far as we are conscious of them, 
and which point to another and a distinct source of 
ideas, — the consciousness, that is to say, of internal 
phenomena taking place in the mind itself. Whatever 
comes from this source is classed by Locke under the 
general head of ideas of reflection. It is in this sense 
that he describes reflection ^ a source of ideas which 
every man has wholly in himself, and which, though- 
it be not sense, as having nothing to do with external 
objects, yet it is A^ry like it, and might properly enough 
be called internal senser* And thus, also, in another 
passage, he says, “I cannot but confess that external 
and internal sensation are the only passages that I can 
find of knowledge to the understanding.” We may 
thus, retaining the substance 5f Locke’s teaching, though 
slightly altering his language, divide tHe presentative 
consciousness into two kinds: — 1. External Intuition, 
which embraces the various phenomena of sensation 
and perception, together with that knowledge of the 

* Essay, b. il chap; i. sec. 4.. t Essay, b. ii chap. ad. sec. 17. 

L 
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attributes of matter which is obtained through the loco- 
motive faculty; and 2. Internal Intuition, which 
includes all those modes of consciousness in which we 
become immediately cognisant of the various states of 
our own mind, as well as the concomitant consciousness 
of our own personality as the one permanent subject of 
these successive states. The phenomena of external 
intuition have been described in the preceding pages. 
We have next to consider those of internal intuition ; 
and here it will be most convenient to begin with the 
variable element, as exhibited in the several mental 
states of which we are successively conscious. The 
Form of this consciousness, as has been already observed, 
is tiTne. The phenomena yrhich we are about to describe 
constitute the Matter. 

OF THE CLASSIFICATION OF INTERNAL INTUITIONS. 

Internal Intuition, in the widest sense of the term, 
indudes among its modes the whole of the phenomena 
of consciousness ; for consciousness in general denotes 
a state of the mind^ and all states of the mind are 
objects of internal intuitioh. In this extended signifi- 
cation, die phefiomena of sensation and those of thought 
are both included under this head ; for sensation, 
though in respect of its object it is external to the 
conscious mind, is in itself an affection of which that 
mind is intuitivdy conscious; and thou^t, in like 
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manner, though in respect of its object it is mediate 
mid representative, is m itself an individual act of 
which we are immediately and presentatively conscious. 
Thus, for example, colour, the object of sight, is an 
affection of the nervous organism, and therefore external 
to the immaterial self, the subject of consciousness; 
but sigM, as a species of sensation, is a state of the 
personal consciousness, and,' as such, internal. So, 
again, when I think of any material object, such as a 
tree or a stone, the object of which I think is external 
to the mind, and represented by the notion which I 
form of it ; but the act of thinking about it is an indi- 
vidual affection of the conscious self, having its own 
definite position in time, and. thereby numerically dis- 
tinguished from every other affection, however similar. 

I may think of the same tree on twenty successive occa- 
sions; but my several thoughts, however identical in 
their objects, are nevertheless twenty successive, dis- 
tinct, and individual states of my own mind, and, as 
such, belong to the class of internal intuitions. But in 
the practical treatment of the subject it is not necessary 
to take into consideration eitW of the above classes of 
mental phenomena ; for the distinction between an act 
of consdousness and its object, though logically valid, 
has psychologically no existence. In no actual opera- 
tion of consciousness can the act be separated from the 
object, or the object from the act. By no mental * 
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abstraction can eitber of these correlatives be conceived 
apart from the other, — though they are conceived 
togetiber, not as identical, but as related and logically 
distinguishable. A perception cannot be conceived 
except as the perception of some object ; an object of 
perception cannot be conceived except as in relation to 
a perceiving mind. In treating, therefore, of the phe- 
nomena of sensitive perception in relation to their 
external objects, we have at the same time sufficiently 
exhibited their internal character as acts of mind. A 
similar remark may be made with respect to the opera- 
tions of thought. These will be examined hereafter in 
relation to the objects which they represent, and to their 
manner of representing jihem,; and this examination 
will, at the same time, necessarily include their present- 
ative aspect as individual phenomena of consciousness. 
The perceptive and discursive facultiei}, which are thus 
excluded from our present consideration, embrace all 
those operations of consciousness which are usually 
referred to the head of cognitive or intellectual powers. 
There will stiU remain for consideration the various 
phenomena which in the same division are classified, 
not very accurately, as belonging to the appetitive or 
adive powers;* and which may, perhaps, be more 

' * Of this classification Sir W. Hamilton observes : — “The division 
dt the powers into those of the tmderstandvag and those of the wiU is . 
very objectionable. It is taken from the peripatetic distinction of these 
into gnostic or eogmitive, and oreetie or bnt the original 
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exactly comprised under the three appellations of — 1. 
Emotiom or Passions ; 2. Moral Judgmevds ; 3. Volitions!!^ 

division is far preferable to the borrowed ; for, in the first place, the 
term understainding usually and properly denotes only a part — the 
higher part — of the cognitive faculties, and is thus exclusive of sense, 
imagination, memory, etc. , which it is now intended to include. In the 
second place, the term vnll is also usually and properly limited to our 
higher appetencies, or rational determinations, as opposed to our lower 
appetencies, or irrational desires, which last, however, it is here 
employed to comprehend. In the third place, both the original and 
borrowed divisions are improper, inasmuch as they either exclude or 
improperly include a third great class of mental phenomena — ^the phe- 
nomena of feeling. The distribution of our powers into s^eculcutive 
and active is also very objectionable. Independently of the objection 
common to it with that into the powers of the understanding and the 
powers of the will — that the feelings are excluded or improperly included 
— it is liable to objections peculiar to itself. In the first place, specw 
laiwn or theory is a certain kind or Certain application of knowledge ; 
therefore speculation is not a proper teim by which to denote the cog- 
nitive operations in general. In the second place, speculation and know^ 
ledge are not opposed to action, but to practice or doing, or, as it is best 
expressed in German, das Handeln. Speculative powers ought not, 
therefore, to have been opposed to active. In the third place, the dis- 
tinction of active powers is in itself vicious, because it does not dis- 
tinguish, or distinguishes wrongly. Active is opposed to inactive; 
but it is not here intended to be said that the cognitive powers are 
inactive, but merely that the action of the powers of appetency is dif- 
ferent in kind from the action of t]^e powers of knowledge. The term 
active does not, thei*efore, express what was meant, or rather does 
express what was not meant. It is to be observSd, however, that the 
English language is very deficient in terms requisite to denote the dis- 
tinction in question” (Beid’s Works, p. 511). A somewhat similar 
criticism has been made by Brown, Lecture xvL, who uses the term 
CfmMovis to denote the internal intuitions in general. For the classifi- 
cation approved by Sir W. Hamilton himself, see the next note, 

* Sir W. Hamilton, in the advertisement to the second volume of 
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It is difficult to fix upon any positive mark which shall 
express the distinctive characteristic of this group of 
mental phenomena, viewed as constituting a single 
class ; though they may, perhaps, be sufficiently dis- 
tinguished from other states of mind by the negative 
criterion of attributes which they do not possess. The 
. internal intuitions, as a class, may, in this way, be de- 
scribed as comprehending all those affections of mind 
which are neither directly caused by conditions of the 
nervous organism, nor representative of an object dis- 
tinct from themselves. The first criterion will distin- 
guish them from the sensitive affections.; the second, 
from the intellectual powers properly so called. An 
instance will perhaps cisplaj^ the distinction more 
clearly than a definition. A man may be affected with 
fear at the sight of a lion. The emotion of fear may in 

Stewart’s Works, observes that, ** if we take the mental to the exclu- 
sion of material phenomena, that is, the phenomena manifested through 
the medium of self-consciousness or reflection, they naturally divide 
themselves into three categories or primary genera the phenomena of 
knowledge or cognition, — ^the phenomena of feeling, or of pleasure and 
pain, — and the phenomena«>of conation, or of will and desire.” This 
division, which had previously bej n given by Kant in his Kritik der 
UrthdUkrafi, though made on a somewhat different principle, coincides 
to a great extent with that given in the text The phenomena of know- 
ledge will include the external intuitions already treated of, together 
with the moral judgments and the operations of thought proper. The 
phenomena of feeling answer to the class of emotions, and those of cona- 
tion in some degree to that of volitions. But in the present treatise 
the desires are classed with the feelings, and not, as in the above- 
mentioned arrangement, with the will. 
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one sense be said to be caused by an affection of the 
optic nerve — the sight, and to have an object distinct 
from itself — ^the lion ; but it is neither the immediate 
and necessary consequence of the one, nor is it represent- 
ative of the other. It is quite possible for the man 
to see the Hon without fearing him ; and it is quite 
possible that he should fear him if he suspected that he 
was concealed near him, without any sensible intima- 
tion of his presence. And though the Hon is the ulti- 
mate object of the mental affection, both when we think 
of him and when we are afraid of him, yet he is not 
represented jn the mind by our fear as he is by our 
thought. An emotion, or other internal intuition, may 
accompany an act either of perception or of thought, 
though it is perfectly distinguishable from the one and 
the other. The pleasure which we experience at the 
sight of a beautiful prospect, and the desire which we 
have to see it, are both distinct from the sight itself, — 
just as the Hking for mathematical studies, and the 
gratification arising from the solution of a problem, are 
distinct &om the demonstrative process itself. 


OF THE PASSIONS OB IMOTIONS. 

Perhaps the nearest approach to a positive definition 
of the Passions or emotions may be found in the lan- 
guage of Aristotle, who describes them as those sMes of 
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mind which arc ammpanicd iy pleamrc or pain.;* 
but the definition requires some explanation before it 
can be accepted as satisfactory. A toothache is accom- 
panied by pain; but a toothache is not an emotion, 
The pursuit and acquisition of knowledge is a source 
of pleasure ; but neither the pursuit nor the acquisition 
can be classed among the emotions. But it is neces- 
sary to distinguish between the bodily sensation or the 
mental energy, considered in itself, and the feeling of 
liking or disliking by which it is accompanied. The 
bodily sensation is not pleasant or painful per se, but 
may be the one or the other, according tp the degree 
in which it exists. The sensation of heat, for example, 
up to a certain point, is the pleasant feeling of wamth ; 
beyond that point it is the painful feeling of burning. 
The sensation of touch may be pleasant or painful or 
indifferent, according to the nature dx the body with 
which we are in contact, or the degree of resistance 
which it offers. Light, within certain limits, is plea- 
sant to the eye; increased beyond those limits, it is . 
dazzling and painful ' The sensation itself is in no case 
an emotion: the feeling of liking or disliking, which 
accompanies it,*i8 so. The essence of the bodily sen- 
sation consists in its being a nervous affection of a 
particular kind. The accident, or emotion, which in 
* Nic, il 5. Kiyta dk vdBij fih iiriOvfi 
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certain cases accompanies it, is, that that particular 
affection is agreeable or disagreeable. The same may 
be said of the mental energies likewise. The desire of 
knowledge, and the pleasure which it imparts, are emo- 
tions: the act of pursuit and the state of possession 
are not so. It is perfectly conceivable that men might 
be so constituted as to seek after knowledge from a 
rational conviction that it is their duty to do so, 
without deriving the slightest gratification from the 
pursuit or the acquisition ; just as they might take food, 
from a conviction of the duty of preserving life, without 
being actuated* either directly by the appetite of hunger, 
or indirectly by the love of life. Under this expla- 
nation, we may, with tojerahle accuracy, define the 
emotions or passions as those states of mind which con- 
sist in the consciousness of being affected agreeably or 
disagreeably ; and,*consistently with this point of view, 
an eminent modern philosopher has observed that there 
are, strictly speaking, but two passions, — the one aris- 
ing from the consciousness of pleasure, manifesting 
itself in the successive stages of joy, lorn, and desire; 

m 

the other arising from the consciousness^ of pain, and 
exhibiting the successive forms of grief, hxte, and aver- 
sion.* The various subdivisions of these two classes 
are, properly, not so much distinctions in the nature of 

* Jouffroy, Milamges FhUoaophiqws, p. 269. Cf. Damiron, Pgyeho- 
logU, voL i p. 247. 
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the emotion itself, as in that of the objects upon which 
it is exercised. 

Hitherto we have nsed the words passion and motion 
as synonymous. The above remarks will surest, in 
stricter language, a distinction between them, which, 
though by no means accurately observed either in philo- 
sophical writings or in popular use, is yet in many cases 
perfectly intimated by both. To distinguish, indeed, 
between these terms, in strict accordance either with 
philosophical or general usage, is out of the question ; 
for scarcely any two writers or speakers are in aU 
respects consistent with each other. Sometimes emo- 
tion is a species of passion; sometimes passion is a 
species of emotion ; sometimes the two terms are used 
as exactly synonymous ; and at others the wordpomon 
is used to designate a violent degree of emotion. A 
more serviceable, and therefore a ‘better, distinction 
than any of these may, we think, be furnished by the 
characteristics of the phenomena themselves, — a distinc- 
tion which, though not warranted by the etymology of 

9 

the two words, yet appears to express with tolerable 

r 

accuracy the difference imperfectly intimated in their 
popular use. Our internal as well as our external 
intuitions have both a subjective and an objective 
phase, inseparable from each other, but logically dis- 
tmguishable. This distinction, which in the case of 
OUT external intuitions is expressed by the terms senea- 
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Hon and perception, may be marked in its internal 
aspect by the corresponding usage of emotion and 
pamon. The mental phenomena of this class are com* 
posed of two principal ingredients, — a consciousness of 
being affected agreeably or disagreeably by a certain 
object, and a desire to obtain or avoid, to advance or 
impede, the object thus affecting u& This is equally 
the case whether the object affecting us be a physical 
good, as in the feeling of hunger ; a mental enjoyment, 
as in the desire of honour or knowledge ; or the welfare 
of another, as in the benevolent affections. In all alike 
we may trace the fundamental distinction of conscious- 
ness, the distinction between myself affected and the 
object affecting me, whether that object be regarded as 
a reality separate from myself or not. The subjective 
feeling of pleasure or pain may, we think, be appropri- 
ately expressed by the term emotion ; while the object- 
ive tendency to the thing by which that emotion is 
.caused may be indicated, not improperly, by the term 
passion, which, in its ordinary signification, appears to 
denote those particular propensities of our nature 
which, in the language of Bishop Butler, have for their 
objects “ external things themselves, distinct from the 
pleasure arising fi^im them.”* The passions, as thus 
described, may be excited by an object either perceived 
as present, or imagined as absent ; the object being in 

* Sennon xi — ** On the love of our neighbour.” 
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the one case presented, in the other represented. When 
this representation is accompanied by a conviction of the 
possibility or impossibility of obtaining the object, the 
passion assumes the form of hope or despair — terms 
which, in their widest sense, do not denote special 
passions, but general relations in which any particular 
passion may stand towards its own object. But the 
passion, as actually existing, whether directed towards 
a present or an absent object, is in every case an indi- 
vidual state of mind, intuitively discerned as now present 
in consciousness.* 

The further subdivisions of the passions may be 
made on various principles, and from various points of 
view. The general features which have been above 
described as characteristic of this class of mental phe- 
nomena will, in their special manifestations, be subject 
to various modifications, according fo the nature of the 
object upon which they are exercised, or the constitu- 
tion and training of the subject in whom they exist. 
To attempt a complete enumeration of the complex 
modes of consciousness thus arising would be impos- 
sible: we must content ourselves with selecting some 
one principle of division, and pointing out a few of the 

* Arittotle, Bhtt. L 11. 
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most important and universal of the fedings compre- 
hended under it. Perhaps, on the whole, the least 
objectionable principle of classification is that derived 
from the various classes of objects in relation to which 
the emotions of pleasure and pain, and the correspond- 
ing feelings of attraction or repulsion which constitute 
passion, may taie place. In this point of view the 
passions may be divided, generally, into the two classes 
of desires and affections, according as the object to which 
they are rdated is a thing or a person , — regarded as a 
possession to be sought for or avoided, or as a moral 
agent, capable, of mutual relations of sympathy or 
antipathy. Under the general head of Desires may be 
specified the appetites, which ta^e their rise from bodily 
conditions, and are common to men and brutes, — com- 
prising the feelings of hunger, thirst, and sexual instinct; 
and the desires, as they are sometimes called in a special 
sense, such as the desire of knowledge, of society, of 
esteem, of power, and of superiority, together with the 
counter-feelings of repugnance to the opposite class of 
objects.* The Affections embrace bur social, domestic, 
and religious feelings in generSl ; the love of friends, of 
Mndred, of God ; and the special modificatfons of feeling 
arising from our particular relations with individuals 
among our feUow-men ; such as respect, gratitude, com- 

* For the details of this classification, see Stewart’s PhUoiophy of 
the Aotim and Moral Powers. 
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passion, anger, contempt, and so forth. The principles 
of Self-love and Benevolence, which are sometimes 
included in this enumeration, should be considered, not 
as original intuitions, but rather as derived conceptions^ 
in which the several personal or social passions and 
their respective objects, together with their moral relar 
tions and observed consequences, are generalised into 
the comprehensive notions of a regard for the wdfare of 
ourselves or of others. 

The complete treatment of the emotions and passions 
belongs to the province of moral philosophy. To the 
metaphysician they are important, chiefly in two points 
of view, psychologically, as individual phenomena of con- 
sciousness, perceived intuitively, and therefore capable 
of being conceived reflectively; and ontologically, as 
regards the light which they may he able to throw on 
the problem of the real existence of the subject' or 
object to which they are related. In this latter point 
of view they will come again under our notice hereafter. 

OF THE MOEAL FACULTY. 

Every pasmon, as we have seen, is ultimately related 
to an object regarded as the cause of agreeable or dis- 
agreeable emotions. But between the passion and its 
object there is always an intervening medium of coin- 
munication, — the action by which the object is to be 
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obtained or avoided. Pleasure and pain, so far as they 
are the. objects of desire and aversion, do not properly 
lie in the things by which they are caused, but in the 
actions by which those things are brought into contact 
with the person affected. But the actions, and in some 
degree also the feelings which prompt them, may be 
exhibited in another point of view, not merely as plea- 
sant or painful, but as right or wrong. Hie existence 
of these terms, or their equivalents, in every language, 
indicates a corresponding phenomenon in the universal 
consciousness of mankind, which no effort of ingenuity 
can explain away. Indeed, the very ingenuity of the 
various attempts that have been made to identify the 
conception of right with thg,t oifo^dimt, or agreeahU, or 
any other quality, is itself a witness against them ; for 
no such elaborate reasoning would be required, were it 
not necessary to silfence or pervert the instinctive testi- 
mony of a too stubborn consciousness.* That the terms 
rigU and wrong indicate a special class of mental 
phenomena, discernible in the contemplation of actions 
in themselves, and not merely inferred from observation 
of their consequences, is a trutt guaranteed by the uni- 
versal language of mankind, by the testimony of every 
man’s own consciousness, and by the inconsistencies and 

* For some valoaUe iemarks on the moral focnlty as an ori^nal 
tatnitive principle, see M'Cosh, Method of the Dmne Oovemment, pp. 
294 , 801 . 
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mutual contradictions of its several antagonists. But 
what are these phenomena, and by what means' are they 
discerned ? Are they qualities of actions in themselves, 
or states of the mind which contemplates actions ? Are 
they simple qualities, or complex ; perceived intuitively, 
or conceived reflectively? Are they the objects of a 
special mental faculty, or are they discerned by the 
same faculty which perceives truth and falsehood in 
other cases ? These doubts may be summed up, in the 
language of Stewart, in the two following questions, 
which, as he says, seem to exhaust the whole theory of 
morals : — “ First, by what principle of o\ir constitution 
are we led to form the notion of moral distinctions, — 
whether by that faculty which perceives the distinction 
between truth and falsehood in the other branches of 
human knowledge, or by a peculiar power of perception 
(called by some the moral sense) which is pleased with one 
set of qualities and displeased with another ? Secondly, 
what is the proper object of moral approbation ; or, in 
other words, what is the common quality or qualities 
belonging to aU the' different modes of virtue ? Is it 
benevolence, or a ratioifal self-love, or a disposition 
(resulting frofn the ascendant of reason over passion) to 
act suitably to the different relations in which we are 
placed?”* 

The two alternatives proposed in the first of the 

* Philoed^pky of the Active and Moral Powers, b. ii, chap.. S. 
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above questions represent tbe antagonistic views of the 
two schools of philosophy which made common cause 
with each other in protesting against the denial of all 
natural right and wrong, which characterised the phi- 
losophy of Hobbes. The first represents the opinion 
of Cudworth and his followers, who refer our know- 
ledge of right and wrong to a decision of the reason or 
understanding. The second is the opinion of Hutcheson, 
and those who with him maintain the existence of a 
faculty of moral perception or sense. The language in 
•which the two theories are worded, though historical]0 
accurate, as r^resenting the views of their respective 
authors, is in some degree defective in philosophical pre- 
cision. On the one hand, thq’e is no single faculty of 
mind which distinguishes between truth and falsehood 
in the various branches of knowledge. The under- 
standing or reasoril taken in its widest sense to denote 
the reflective faculty in general, contributes only one 
element to the decision. Truth and falsehood depend 
upon the agreement or disagreement between the repre- 
sentations which we make of an object in thought, and 
the qualities presented by that object in intuition ; and 
this agreement or disagreement can only be ascertained 
by the co-operation of the two faculties. How, for 
instance, do we know that it is true to conceive snow 
as white, and false to conceive it as black? The 
understanding furnishes the conception ; but has the 
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sig^ therefore, nothing to do with the decision ? Conld 
we answer the question by the mere act of thought, 
without reference to the perception of a present, or the 
recollection of a past fact of intuition ? If there were 
no moral intuition, truth and falsehood could have no 
place in moral thought; for the conception of right or 
wrong, even supposing that it could exist, would be 
related to no facts with which it could agree or dis- 
agree. Moral toith and falsehood, like all other truth, 
and falsehood, must consist in the agreement or dis- 
|f\greement of thoughts with facts ; and this may take 
place in two different ways, as regards the mental 
pl^nomenon or the extra-mental reality. For example : 
I may, owing to an inaptitude for mental analysis, have 
an inaccurate conception of the characteristics of a moral 
judgment which I have myself exercised. Hence will 
result a false representation of the phenomenon of 
moral approbation. Or I may have conceptions of 
right and wrong, perfectly in accordance with the facts 
of my own consciousness, but at variance with some 
higher standard of right and wrong per.se. The latter 
is an ontological falsehood, the criterion of which we are 
not yet in apposition to determine. The former is a 
psychological falsehood, which can only be corrected by 
comparing the thought with the intuition to which it is 
related. But in neither case can the act of thought 
guarantee its own a^uracy ; else would every conceptioh 
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be equally true, for the sole reason that it is conceived. 
On the other hand, Hutcheson and his followers, 
as Stewart has observed, while rightly admitting the 
existence of a moral intuitive faculty (whether it be 
called sense or not is unimportant), unfortunately, in 
their description of its operation, were too much misled 
by a false analogy derived from the perception by the 
bodily senses of the secondary qualities of matter. It 
is no necessary part of the theory of a moral sense that 
it should be represented as perceiving qualities only in 
so far as they are pleasing or displeasing. It is true that 
the exercise <rf our bodily senses produces pleasure as 
well as information; but the perception of a fact is 
logically distinguishable from.the sensation of an affec- 
tion; and, however much in practice they may be 
united, either may be conceived to exist independently 
of the other. If, m like manner, we distinguish between 
the moral perception of an act as right or wrong, and 
the accompanying moral sensation of the pleasing or 
displeasing manner in which we are affected by those 
qualities, the hypothesis of a moral sense may be freed 
from most of the excrescences which have hitherto dis- 
figured it in the systems of its advocates, and have afforded 
the chief handle to the criticisms of its antagonists. 

An illustrious critic of this hypothesis* has remarked 

* M. Consin. See his eriew of Hntcheson’s system. Cmrs de 
1819, Le$on 14. 
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with hnitii, that in our perception of the moral char- 
acter of an act, whether done by ourselves or by others, 
we may trace the united action of a ifnardl judgmeni 
and a moral smtimefnt. Our fedvng of indigwAwn at 
an act of treachery may be more or less vivid, according 
to our proximity to the time and place at which the act 
was committed, or to our relation to the doer or the 
sufferer. Our condemnatory judgmmt is independent 
of the accidents of time, place, or circumstance ; we 
pronounce the action to be evil with the same assur- 
ance, whether it was done yesterday, or ten years, or 
a thousand years ago; whether the victim was our 
dearest friend or a complete stranger. Of these two 
elements of moral consciousness, the judgment is the 
superior, the permanent, the essential factor; the sen- 
timent is the inferior, the fluctuating, the accidental 
one. The sentiment, he ■'adds, may b'e due to a moral 
sense; but the judgment, which is derived from the 
universal and necessary ideas of good and evil, can 
bdong to no other faculty than the reason. 

The above analysis, though true so far as it goes, is, 

« 

like that which it criticises, incomplete. The moral 

1 

judgment itself may be further divided into two con- 
stituent parts ; the one, an individual fact, present now 
and here; the other, a general law, valid always and 
everywhere. That this particular act of my own, at 
the mommit of being committed, is wrong, is a &ct 
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presented inunediately by tbe judgment of conscience. 
That all acts of the same kind, whensoever or by whom- 
soever committed, are necessarily wrong, is a judgment 
formed by the reason through the medium of the 
general notions of acts of a certain class, and of right 
and wrong. The latter, as an universal and necessary 
truth, may be referred to the same faculty, and formed 
under the same conditions, as other truths of the same 
kind. The former, as the prmKtaiiw condition of moral 
fhmgkt, must be allowed to possess that chronological 
priority which in other cases is admitted to exist in 
individual facts, as compared with universal notions. 

A more accurate theory of the nature and origin of 
moral judgment than is^cont^dned either in the moral 
reason of Oudworth, or in the moral sense of Hutcheson, 
or even in M. Cousin’s union of the two, may, we think, 
be proposed, in Sibcordance with what has been said in 
the preceding pages of the complex nature of conscious- 
ness in general It has been before observed that every 
mode of consciousness, to be known as such, must 
possess a certain degree of cleaidess and distinctness, 
and that this is the product *of the combined action of 
the presentative and representative faculties. The dis- 
tinctions of language are doing their work ; the task 
of education is going on ; the phenomena of conscious- 
ness are assuming shape and consistency before we axe 
capable of discerning the various transitory conditions 
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of our miucls, or of distinguishing them one from 
another. A conscious act of pure moral sense, like a 
conscious act of pure physical sense, if it ever takes 
place at all, takes place at a period of which we have 
no remembrance, and of which we can give no account. 
To have a clear notion of moral obligation as such, we 
must have re6ected upon it ; and to reflect upon it, we 
must have obscurely experienced various acts in uni- 
son with it, and others distinct from it. At what time 
the notions of good, lad, and indifferent, first clearly 
presented themselves to the mind, it is as impossible to 
say as it is to determine when we first distinctly recog- 
nised as such, and severed from each other, the visible 
phenomena of white. Hack, and grey. All that we can 
hope to do is, by subsequent analysis of the compound 
phenomenon, to detect in its composition an intuitive and 
a reflective element, growing side by side from the first 
dawn of intelligence, and contributing their respective 
shares to the gradual development of their mutual pro- 
duct. Our mental, no less than our bodily constitution, 
testifies that we are the work of One whose judgments 
are unsearchable and his -v^ays past finding out. The 
results alone We know ; the creative process we can but 
darkly conjecture. “ As thou knowest not what is the 
way of the Spirit, nor how the bones do grow in the 
womb of her that is with child ; even so, thou knowest 
not the works of Gk)d who maketh alL” 
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The preceding remarks have in some degree fur- 
nished by ^ticipation the answer to an objection which 
a distinguished author has recently urged against the 
theory of a moral sense, as usually understood. "The 
judgment of man,” it has been said, “concerning actions 
as good or bad, cannot be expressed or formed without 
reference to language, to social relations, to acknow- 
ledged rights; and the apprehension of these implies 
the agency of the understanding in a manner quite 
different from the perceptions of the bodily senses.”* 
If there is any truth in the view which has been taken 
in the preceding pages of the operations of the bodily 
senses, it appears that the perceptions of these also are 
not so independent of the agency of the understanding 
as is usually supposed ; and that there is at least suffi- 
cient analogy between our physical and moral intuitions 
to justify the metaphorical jise of the term sense, to 
denote the mode of action of the latter. But there still 
remains a point in which the ordinary theory needs 
correction. It is commonly said that by the operation 
of the moral sense we perceive Immediately the char- 
acter of acts, whether done ‘by ourselves or by others. 
The assertion that we are immediately c'bnscious of the 
morality of another person’s actions, appears to be an 
error of the same kind in relation to our moral percep- 
tions, as the assertion that we are immedmtely conscious 
* 'Whewell, Preface to Batler’s Three Sermons. 
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of the past in memoiy is in relation to our bodily- 
senses. To be direcHy conscious that this act, now 
being committed, or about to be committed, is right or 
wrong, I must be directly conscious of two things : of 
a law of obligation, commanding a certain person to act 
in a certain way, and of the course now before that 
person, as agreeing or disagreeing with such law. 
But I cannot be directly conscious of a law of obliga- 
tion as it exists in another person’s mind : I can only 
infer its existence by representing his mind as similarly 
constituted to my own. If man were not a free 
agent, his acts, whether beneficial or hurtful in their 
physical results, could have no moral character as right 
or -wrong. But I cannot be immediately conscious of 
the free agency of any other person than myself ; and, 
were it not for the direct testimony of my own con- 
sciousness to my own freedom, I could r^rd human 
actions only as necessary links in the endless chain of 
phenomenal cause and effect. It is ob-vious, therefore, 
that the intuitive perception of moral qualities cannot 
extend beyond our oWn actions, in which alone we are 
directly conscious of a law of obligation and of a 
volimtaiy obedience or disobedience to it. The actions 
of other men may be known presentatively in their 
material aspect as beneficial or hurtful ; for this is a 
relation external to the mind of the agent. They cannot 
be presentatively known in their moral aspect as good 
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or evil; for this is an internal relation, e:cistiTig in the 
hidden depths of another’s consciousness. 

The substance of the above remarks may be briefly 
summed up as follows : — Moral consciousness, in the 
only form in which it can be distinctly recognised in 
the mind, consists, like all other consciousness, of a 
presentative and a representative element; the one 
being necessary to its first formation, the other to its 
completeness and recognition as what it is. Heither 
reason alone nor sense alone can account for the 
existence of the moral judgment as a fact of conscious- 
ness, whether .we regard it in its subjective aspect, as 
an emotion, pleasant or painful, analogous to. sensation 
proper ; or in its objective aspect, analogous to percep- 
tion proper, as exhibiting a voluntary act in relation to 
a law. The presentative element must be referred to 
a special faculty 9f moral intuition or sense, — in one 
word, to avoid more objectionable phrases, to consdmee, 
— ^whose object, like that of all intuitions, is an indi- 
vidual phenomenon now present : — a special faculty, 
we say, in the only point of vieW in which the mind 
can be said to have distinct faculties at all, namely, on 
the ground of a difference of which we afe conscious in 
the corresponding objects. The representative element, 
on the other hand, in common with all other general 
notion^ may be referred to the single faculty of the 
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Up to this point the moral problem is properly 
psychological; its purpose being only to determine 
what are the characteristic features and origin of the 
moral judgment, regarded as a fact of consciousness. 
The second question which Stewart proposes as com- 
pleting the theory of morals, — “What is the proper 
object of moral approbation ? or what is the common 
quality or qualities belonging to the different modes of 
virtue ?” — ^is one which belongs not to Psychology, but 
to Moral Philosophy, which, in this point of view, may 
be considered as a branch of Ontology ; its office being 
to inquire into the nature of virtue, regarded not as a 
mental perception, but as an extra-mental reality. The 
moral decisions of conscience cannot by themselves be 
the ultimate criterion of right and wrong-; for if so, 
whose conscience is to be taken as the standard ? If 
the individual conscience is ever mistaken in its judg- 
ments ; if crimes can ever be committed which seem no 
crimes to the perpetrator ; there must be a standard of 
right and wrong per se, by which our moral intuitions 
and our moral conbeptions must both, in ultimate 
appeal, be tested. To ask* what this standard is, though 
the most im|>ortant of all questions in speculative 
morals, would be out of place here; the only legiti- 
mate office of the psychological inquirer being to ana- 
lyse and exhibit the characteristic features of the mental 
phenomenon of moral approbation. 
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OF VOUnON. 

' The correlative terms, will and volition, are usually 
distinguished, in the language of philosophy, as apply- 
ing, the one to the general faculty, the other to the 
special acts in which it manifests itself. A volition is 
an act of the will ; and our several volitions are classi- 
fied as proceeding firom one and the same faculty. WUl, 
then, like sense and reason, does not indicate a special 
phenomenon of consciousness, but is a general name 
for the powe» from which special phenomena pro- 
ceed, and which itself exists in consciousness only 
as it is manifested in (jfpeni^ion. The examination, 
therefore, of this portion of our consciousness must 
be attempted in relation to the internal acts, which, 
in the usual lan^age of philosophy, are denominated 
Mitions. 

That Volition is not identical with Desire, and cannot 
properly be classed with the phenomena of emotion, was 
one of the earliest results of psychological analysis, and 
is, indeed, obvious to the consciousness of every man 
who has experienced the two, however nmch they may 
have been confounded together by the perversity of a 
few unscrupulous system -makers. A man may be 
thirsty, and yet refuse to drink; his desire drawing 
him one way, and his will determining him in the 
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other.* Desires are not.under our own control ; they 
arise naturally and necessarily on the occasion of the 
presence of objects which affect us agreeably or dis- 
agreeably. We cannot help being so constituted as to 
derive pleasure fiom certain objects; we cannot help 
feeling attracted to pleasant objects; for the pleasure 
constitutes the attraction. But we can help yielding to 
the attraction of desire when felt; and we can help 
putting ourselyes in the way of feeling it. Desire may 
be vicious as well as action; but only in so far as 
either is combined with volition. I may place myself 
in the way of desirable objects, and, in so doing, my 
act is voluntary. I may give my attention to thoughts 
calculated to excite desi];e, and the attention is a volun- 
tary act; but in the mere fact that an object, when 
present, no matter how its presence is procured, raises a 
corresponding emotion in the mind, there is no volition, 
and consequently no moral character. Hence it has 
long been established as a canon in morals by the- 
soundest writers on the question, that virtue and vice 
depend not on the existence of desires but on their 
relation to the wilLf 

c 

* Hato, E^pvJbliCt b. iv. p. 489. Cfl Aristotle, Eih Me. B. iii 
c* 2. Upoaipiffit fjiky iin$v/da ipoynoOrai, 8* irtffv/ula o(f. The 

distinction between will and appetite or desire is well stated by Hooker, 
E, P. B. 1, oh. vil sec. 8. 

t See especially Bishop Butler, Semoru i ii y. xL ; Andlogi^^ 
chaps, iy. y. 
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But voEtion must be further distinguished, both 
from the judgment wEich precedes, and from the 
external act which follows it.* For example, a man 
determines to take a walk for the benefit of his health. 
The feeliag that health is desirable is not voluntary ; 
the conviction that walking is beneficial to health is not 
voluntary. The one is an emotion, which by his con- 
stitution he cannot help having : the other is a relation 
between natural cause and effect, which he cannot make 
other than it is, and cannot judge to be other than he 
knows it to be. But, while conscious that health is 
desirable, and arhile conscious that walking promotes 
health, he is also (and this forms a distinct pheno- 
menon) conscious that it is in Ms own power to take or 
not to take the means necessary to the end. We can- 
not at present inquire how far this consciousness of 
power answers W any corresponding reality in the 
nature of things. We are not yet in a condition to 
examine the paradox maintained by some philosophers, 
that consciousness deludes us with a fallacious appear- 
ance of liberty. We are concerned ’only with the mental 
phenomenon that a man doei^ in certain states of con- 
sciousness, fed possessed of a power of chobsing between 
two alternatives, which in certain other states he dow 
not feeL But again : Suppose that ihe man determines 


* OoTidn, Omn d* 1810, Lejon zziii. Clnm d» 1829, Lefon xxr. 



174 


METAPHYSICS. 


to walk, but finds himself, by a sadden stroke of para- 
lysis, deprived of the use of his limbs ; here again we 
must distinguish between the fact of determination, 
which is always in our own power, and the fact of 
bodily motion, which may or may not be in our own 
power, according to circumstances. The power of loco- 
motion (1 do not now speak of that of muscular effort) 
is not, properly speaking, a fact of consciousness at all ; 
that is to say, it is not a fact whose existence is iden- 
tical with our knowledge of its existence. We may 
suppose the case of a man whose limbs have become 
paralysed without his being aware of it. . The conscious 
portion of the effort to move is the same as before, but 
the physical sequence w inte^pted. Or we may sup- 
pose the act of motion to take place as a consequence 
of volition, without the person being conscious of the 
relation between the volition and the act. The latter 
supposition, indeed, is actually true in all cases; for 
motion is the remote, not the immediate, consequence of 
volition ; and between the one and the other there is 
an intervening nervous and muscular action, of which 
we not only are not conscious in the act of moving, 
but which wfe may pass a whole lifetime without dis- 
covering. 

Some philosophers of no small eminence, especially 
in this countiy, have maintained that we are not directly 
conscious of mind or self, but only of its several modifi- 
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cations.* It is in relation to the phenomena of volition 
that the error of this theory is most manifest. If, in the 
mental state which corresponds to the judgment, I wUl, 
there is no consciousness of I, but only of wUl, it is im- 
possible to place the essential feature of volition, as has 
been done above, in the consdovmess of mysdf having 
power over my own determinations. WUl, and not I, 
being the primary fact of consciousness, the causative 
power of volition must be sought in the relation between 
win and some subsequent phenomenon ; and so sought, 
it will assuredly never be found.'f’ It cannot be found 
where Locke sought it, — in the relation between the 
determination of the will and the consequent motion of 

the limb ; for the determination is not the immediate 

• • 

antecedent of the motion, but only of the intervening 
nervous and muscular action. I cannot, therefore, be 
immediately conscious of my .power to move a limb, 
when I am not immediately conscious of my power to 
produce the antecedent phenomena. Nor yet can the 
causative power be found where Maine de Biran sought 
it, — ^in the relation of the will to the action of the nerves 
and muscles ; for this relatioh may at any time be in- 
terrupted by purely physical causes, auch* as a stroke of 

* Locke, Essayt b. ii. chap. xxii. sec. 8, 6. Hume, Treaiise of 
Eurmn Nature^ p. iv. sec* 6, 6. Eeid, Intellectual Powers, Essay v. 
chap. ii. Stewart, EUmefnts, Introduction, part i. See the next sec: 
tion on the Consciousness of Personality.” 

t Cousin, Emgmenis PMUmphiques, Preface de la premiere edition. 
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paralysis ; and in that case no exertion of the will can 
produce the desired effect. We can escape ffom this 
difficnlt^^ — ^the stronghold of scepticism and necessita- 
rianism — ^by one path only, and that is by a more accu- 
rate analysis of the purely mental state, which will dis- 
cover an immediate consciousness of power in myself 
determinvng my own volitions. 

The essential characteristic of Volition, as presented 
to the mind, consists in the eonsemisness of a power of 
choosing letwem two alternative delermiTuntiom. But, by 
a natural association, as in the case of the acquired per- 
ceptions, we are led to connect the volition with its most 
striking, not with its most immediate consequence, and 
thus to believe that we hjive an immediate consciousness 
of our power to move the limbs of the body. The latter 
act is indeed voluntary, as being the foreseen, though 
remote, consequence of a.volition; th6 remoteness o^the 
consequence not affecting the moral responsibility ; just 
as a man who shoots another is guilty of murder, though 
his immediate act is not to inflict the wound, but to pull 
the trigger. But thb connection between volition and 
its remote consequences if ■oat presented in consciousness, 
but inferred. ‘The importance of the will as an element 
of consciousness, and its influence upon the other phe- 
nomena, may be in some degree estimated by comparing 
the characteristics of consciousness in its ordinary state 
witir those which it presents during a dream. In the 
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latter state the fonctions of volition, properly so called, 
are altogether suspended.* We may seem to ourselves 
to act as well as to suffer ; but the action is not accom* 
panied by a consciousness, at the moment of its per- 
formance, of a power to act otherwise. In other words, 
our actions during a dream are spoiUaneotts, but not 
volimtary, being never presented to the consciousness in 
tibe form of a choice between two alternatives. Hence 
OTir inability during sleep to break off or change the 
direction of the train of ideas which is passing through 
the mind. Hence, too, the absence of all power of 
reflecting upomthose ideas; and the natural consequence, 
that fancies the most absurd, and events the most im- 
probable, are never at the tune discerned ^ being so. 

* Stewart, in one of the most interesting chapters of his EUmemla of 
the Philosophy of the Human Mind^ argues that the power of volitioa 
itself is not suspended^uring sleep, bnt only the influence of the will 
over the thoughts and actions. But he has not sufficiently distinguished 
between merely spovUa'neous acts and those which may properly be called 
volwniary. We are conscious in a dream of making an effort ; but we 
are not conscious at the moment that it is in our power not to make it 
Thus, though the active function of the mipd is retained, the essential 
feature of volition has disappeared. This remark, however, applies only 
to the conscious exercise of volition^in determining our own mental 
states. It is probable that spontaneity itself, at leastdn rational beings, 
is but a lower form of volition ; and attention, in which some amount of 
volition is always implied, seems to be a necessaiy condition of all con- 
sciousness, sleeping or waking. At any rate, it is necessary to recollec- 
tion ; and thus the phenomena of dreaming would, without some co-oper- 
ation of the voluntary energy, either not take place at all, or be to the 
waking man as though they had never been* 
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It is impossible to compaire the events of a dream with 
the natural course of things ; for to do so we must make 
a voluntary effort to recall the latter to mind ; — ^we must 
will to withdraw our attention from the phenomenon 
before us, and to fix it upon the remembrance of our 
past experienca It may be conjectured, with all the 
probability of which conjectures on such points are sus- 
ceptible, that if man were, as so many philosophers have 
maintained, a necessary agent, determined even in his 
volitions by antecedent phenomena, his waking state 
would resemble that of a dream ; he would be astonished 
at nothing. Astonishment, as Plato and .Aristotle have 
said, is the commencement of philosophy.* When we 
examine, compare, judge, and pronounce sentence upon 
the phenomena of our own consciousness, we assert our 
right to a place distinct from, and superior to, that of a 
mere link in the chain of phenomeni. ; we exercise the 
privilege of our conscious existence as beings above phe- 
nomena; though the being and the phenomenon are 
manifested together as parts of one and the same com- 
plex act of consciousness. 

We may notice, in conclusion, the light that is 
thrown, by th6 phenomena of dreaming, on some of those 
remarkable cases of passive subjection to another person, 
which, under the names of Mesmerism, Hypnotism, or 


Theaietus^ p. 155. Metaph. i. 2^ 9. 
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Electro 'Biology, have of late years excited so much 
public attention, and given rise to such strange and 
unfounded theories of physical or hypej^hysical agency. 
These states exhibit, in their ordinary features, little 
more than the mental phenomena of sleep without the 
accompanying bodily conditions. The mental pheno- 
mena of sleep exhibit two principal characteristics : — 1. 
They show the power of the mind to produce, by its 
internal agency, sensible phenomena, having all the 
vividness and apparent reality of those communicated by 
impressions from without. 2. They show that the mind, 
under certain circumstances, may be so completely under 
the influence of a leading idea as to follow passively the 
train of associations suggested, without the slightest 
power of judging of their truth or falsehood, probability 
or absurdity. The principal difierence between these 
phenomena and those of the aljove-mentioned states con- 
sists in the circumstance that the leading suggestion is, 
in the latter case, conveyed from without, by the opera- 
tor, instead of from within, by the patient’s own mind. 
Is there any necessary law of coftnection between the 
mental state of suspended vdhtion and the bodily state 
of suspended susceptibility to external inlpressions ? If, 
by any artificial means, the former of these states can be 
produced without the latter (and this is partially the 
case, even without artifice, in reverie and absence of 
mind), we have a link to connect these psychological 
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marvels with the most familiar facts of oar everyday 
experience.* 

OF THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF FEBSONALITV. 

The universal language of manldnd has established 
a distinction between the capacities of mind and matter, 
which philosophy has often, but in vain, attempted to 
explain away. We speak of the properties of material 
agents, of the f amities of the human mind.f It is a 
property of fire to bum, of metals to conduct electricity, 
of a tree to bear fruit after its kind. Sensibilily, memory, 
reason, are famMies of the mind. Yet the attributes of 
mind, as well as those of body, are known only by their 
effects. I know that I have a power of thinking only 
because I actually think, — as I know that fire is cap- 
able of burning, only because it actually bums. What, 
then, is the distinction between the nature of intelligent 
and unintelligent beings, to the existence of which our 
language instinctively bears witness ? The foundation 
of the distinction is to be found in the eonsciotisness of 
self. Whatever variety of<'phenomena may succeed one 
another within the field of consciousness, in aU alike I 
am ditecriy conscious of the existence of one and the 

* See Sir Henry Holland’s Chapten on UenJM Physiology, ch. ii 
T. ; CSarpoiter’s PrindpUs of Evman Ph/yshlogy, p. 859 ; Quarterly 
SeoUu), No. 186. 

t Jonffivy, USmgu PhUosopikigvM, p. 812. 
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game indivisible Self, the centre and the possemor of each 
and all. Let system-makers say what they will, the un- 
sophisticated sense of mankind refuses to acknowledge 
that mind is but a btmdle of states of consciousness, as 
matter is (possibly) a bundle of sensible qualities. There 
may be no material substratum distinct &om the attri- 
butes of extension, figure, colour, hardness, etc. Matter 
may be merely a name for the aggregate of these, for we 
have no immediate consciousness of anything beyond 
them ; but, unless our whole consciousness is a delusion 
and a lie, self is something more than the aggregate of 
sensations, thoughts, volitions, etc. Our whole con- 
sciousness is manifested as a relation between a perma- 
nent and a changeable element — a conscious self, affected 
in various manners. The notion of a state of conscious- 
ness, with no one to be conscious of it, is as absurd as 
the opposite fiction of a conscious self with nothing to be 
conscious of. If the latter has given rise to the extra- 
vagances of rational psychology, the former is the basis 
of a not less extravagant reaction, which in its logical con- 

sequences leads to the consistent denial of personality, of 

• 

freedom, of responsibility ; nay, of the very conceptions 
of substance and cause, the foundations of all philosophy. 

Consciousness is given to us as a relation ; and no 
effort of analysis can separate the two correlatives; for 
analysis is itself an act of consciousness, and contains 
the same relation. We cannot conceive either factor of 
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consciousness apart &om the other ; but, on the other 
hand, we cannot annihilate either in conceiving their 
product. We cannot analyse the judgment I will, and 
set an abstract I on the one side, and an abstract will on 
the other ; but neither can we conceive the entire judg- 
ment, save as the product of two constituent elements. 
Whatever may be the variety of phenomena of conscious- 
ness, — sensations, volitions, thoughts, imaginations, — of 
all we are inunediately conscious as affections of one 
and the same self. It is not by any subsequent effort 
of reflection that I combine together sight and hearing, 
thought and volition, into a factitious tinity or com- 
pounded whole : in each case I am immediately con- 
scious of seeing and* hearing, thinking and willing. 
This Personality, like all other simple and immediate 
presentations, is indefinable ; but it is so because it is 
superior to definition. It Can be analysed into no simpler 
elements ; for it is itself one element of a product which 
defies analysis. It can be made no clearer by description 
or comparison ; for it is revealed to us in all the clearness 
of an original intuition, of ^which description and com- 
parison can furnish only faint and partial resemblances. 

Kelation is the law of consciousness, and relation is 
the end of philosophy : for philosophy is only the articu- 
late expression of consciousness. Cogiio, ergo svm, may 
indicate a legitimate passage from Thought to Being, from 
Psychology to Ontology; but the thought and the being 
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alike are manifested only in the form of relation. Whe- 
ther that dualism, which in another country has become 
a byword for unphilosophical thinking, may be made 
the basis of a sounder philosophy than the mutilated and 
shapeless fragment which aspires to the name of unity, 
is a question which is probably reserved for a future 
generation to answer. This much, however, appears to 
be proved by experience as well as testified by reason, 
that it is hopeless to attempt to found philosophy on the 
annihilation of consciousness. 

We have now described the principal phenomena of 
the Intuitive Consciousness, in which are presented to us 
individual states of the mind in relation either to itself 
or to the material world.^ Wg have next to describe the 
phenomena of the Eeflective Consciousness, in which the 
several intuitions, external or internal, are represented 
under general flotions, and. thus become objects of 
thought. 

OF EEPBESENTATIVE OR REFLECTIVE CONSCIOUSNESS. 

The term representation^ has been used by philoso- 
phers in various senses. In the Leibpjtzian and sub- 
sequent philosophies of Germany, this word, or its Ger- 
man equivalent Vorstellung* is employed to denote any 

^ Etymologically, the term VorstelluTig means presentation rather 
than representation ; but in its actual use in philosophy it is generally 
equivalent to the latter. 
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oognitiTe act, induding even those obscure cognitions, 
as they are termed by Leibnitz, which do not amount to 
a conscious apprehension of an object as such. Thus 
Kant includes under the common genus of r^presmta- 
tim the successive sub -classes of representation with 
consciousness, ot perception; which is divided into sub- 
jective perception or senscUion, and objective perception 
or cognition; the latter containing under it immediate 
cognition or intuition, and mediate cognition or con- 
ception.* On the other hand, Sir William Hamilton, 
distinguishing between preseniative and repreamtative 
hnowledge, and rightly referring the perceptions of the 
senses to the former class, uses the term representation 
to denote exclusively the ^ognition of individual objects 
by means of images resembling them.'f Bepresentation, 
thus distinguished, is synonymous with imagination, and 
does not include the operations of thought properly so 
called, which have for their immediate object general 
notions or concepts. In the present work it has been 
found convenient to adopt an intermediate course. 
Kant’s extension of the term representation, to include 
the intuitions of sense, involves, even on his own theory 
of sensitive peifception, at least an unnecessary ambi- 
guity of language. The intuition, on that theory, is re- 
presentative of nothing that can possibly come within 

* KrUtk der reinm Venvmft, Transa Dial. B. i, Absehn. 1. 
t Beid’a Wor^ pp. SOS, 809. DUcmtioM, p. 18. 
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the sphere of consciousness, but of an unknown and un- 
knowable tJmg in Usdf, or absolute reality out of all 
relation to human faculties. Concepts, on the contrary, 
are representative of intuitions, from which they are 
originally derived, and whose place they occupy in the 
processes of thought. But it is obvious that, in the ana- 
lysis of consciousness, the thing in itself, being ex hypo- 
thesis unknown and unknowable, may be dropped out of 
our reckoning altogether. The intuition, or conscious- 
ness of an individual object, being the commencement 
of our knowledge and the point beyond which it cannot 
penetrate, may*be more accurately described as a state 
of presentative consciousness, of which thought, or repre- 
stmiaiive consciousness, is t]^e rQjflective sequel. On the 
other hand. Sir W. Hamilton, by confining the term 
representaiion to those modes of consciousness in which 
there is an actual dhd adequate*imagination of an object, 
has perhaps narrowed the term too much from its origi- 
nal meaning, and restricted it to a sense which, however 
convenient in the controversy concerning perception, is, 
out of that controversy, unnecessary and likely to mis- 
lead. The general notion o^ man is representative of 
many individuals in their common qualiti^, and of any 
one individual, so far as those qualities are concerned, as 
much as the image which the mind forms of James or 
John is representative of the proper characteristics of 
that person. The notion is generalised from the indivi- 
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duals, and must be ultimately vetified by reference to 
them; and, though not resembling the individuals, and 
therefore incapable by itself of being depicted in the 
imagination, it becomes their substitute in the act of 
thought, just as the written word, which likewise bears 
no resemblance to the sound of speech, becomes the sub- 
stitute and representative of the word spoken. In one 
respect, indeed, the thought proper may be called repre- 
smtative in a stricter sense than the imagination ; for 
the imaginative consciousness, though representative, is 
presentative also, and, so far, has more affinity to sense 
than to thought. It is presentative of the image, which 
is itself an intuition, as well as representative of the 
object of sense. But the concept, so far as its object is 
concerned, is purely representative. It presents nothing 
on which the mind can rest as an adequate object of 
consciousness, — ^nothing ‘which is nob in its nature ob- 
viously incompl^e and relative, — nothing, in short, but 
the fact of thinking at a particular time, and the sign in 
which the thought is exhibited. 

Eepresentative Consciousness, like presentative, can- 
not be considered as forming a complete act by itself. 

i 

The phenomena of intuition by themselves present 
nothing but a confused impression of diversity, until 
they are classified and distinguished from each othra 
under separate general notions ; and the notion, on the 
other hand, though in the ordinary exercise of thought 
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it may be employed apart from the consciousness of the 
object which it represents, can only be so separated by 
being associated with a further representation of itself, 
such as is furnished by the symbols of language. Pure 
thought, if by that expression is meant the conscious- 
ness of general notions and of nothing else, is an 
operation which may perhaps be possible to higher in- 
telligences, but which never takes place in the human 
mind. Our only choice lies between notions as exem- 
plified in individual objects, and notions as represented 
in signs spoken or unspoken ; for the sign, the clothing of 
our thought, accompanies our silent meditations as well 
as our audible utterances : ev^rmov aroixa ^povTlho<i* 
is not a mere poetical metaphor, but the literal state- 
ment of a philosophical fact. Thinking, as Plato has 
observed, f is but the conversation of the soul with her- 
self ; and the instrument employed is the echo of that 
which forms the medium of communication with others. 
To this it may be added, that the notion, as represented 
in language, is but the substitute for the notion em- 
bodied in intuition, and derives all the conditions of its 
validity from the possibility of the latter ; for language, 
though indispensable as an instrument of thought, lends 
itself with equal facility to every combination, and thus 

* Sophocles, (Ed. Col. 182. 

t Tkeaitetwa, p. 190. "Eyiiyt rb 
, oil fjidvroi t /> 6 s AWop 
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famishes no criterion bj which we can judge between 
sense and nonsense — between the conceivable and the 
inconceivable. A round square or a hUinear ^qure, is, 
as a form of speech, quite as possible as a straight li/ne or 
an equUaieral triangle. The mere juxtaposition of the 
words does not indicate the possibility or impossibility 
of the corresponding conception, until we attempt to 
construct by intuition an individual object in accord- 
ance with it. Language, like algebra, famishes a 
system of signs, which we are able to employ in various 
rdations without at the moment being conscious of the 
original signification assigned to eacL< But what our 
thoughts thus gain in flexibility they lose in distinct- 
ness, and the logical and^ algebraical perfections are thus 
in an inverse ratio to each other. It therefore becomes 
necessary, at the end of the process, and even occasion- 
ally during the intermei^ate stages, to submit the result 
to the test to which each step has been tacitly assumed 
to conform ; namely, the possible coexistence of the 
several groups of attributes in corresponding objects of 
intuition.* 

t 

* Fleramqn^ prcesertim in analjsi longiore, non totam simnl natn- 
nm rei intnemnf, aed renun loco signia ntimur, quorum ezpHcationem 
in pnesenti aliqua cogitatione oompendii causa solemus pnetennittere^ 
sdentea ant credentea noa earn liabere in potestate : ita cum chiliogo- 
num, sec polygonum millc flaqualium laterum cogito, non semper natn- 
ram lateris^ et nqualitatis, et millenarii (aeu cubi a denario) conaidero, 
aed Yocabulis iatia (quorum aenaua obscure saltern atque impeifecte 
mentiobTersatnr)inanimoutorlocoidearum, quasdeiiahabeo, quoniam 
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From this use of lai^age in thought arises the 
distinction, originally pointed out by Ldbnitz, between 
itUvUive and symhdieal cognition. In the former we 
deal with the notions themselves, as exemplified in an 
individual object of intuition, real or imaginary. In the 
latter we deal with the same notions as represented by 
their symbols in language. The latter, however, is 
rather a substitute for consciousness than an act of con- 
sciousness itself. It implies a consciousness, indeed, of 
the act of thinking, but not immediately of the object 
about which we think.* like the bank-note, it is the 
• 

memini me siguificationem istorum Tocabolorum habere, explicatioitem 
antem nunc judico necessariam non esse ; qualem cogitationem oseam, 
vel etiam symbolicam appellare soleo, qtfti et in algebra, et in arithmetica 
utimur, imo fere ubique (Leibnitz, Meditationes de Oognitiofie Feriiate 
et Ideia), 

* Oognitio qu» ipso idearum intuitu absoMtur, dicitur intuitiva, 
seu, lem intuitive cognoscere dicimur, ^uatenus ideas ejus, quam habe- 
mua, nobis sumus conscii. E. gr. Dam arborem prassentem intueor, 
mihique conscius sum eorum quae in eadem obtutu comprehendo, intuiti- 
vam arboris habeo cognitionem. Si triangulum mihi vi imaginationis 
tanquam in tabula delineatum, vel asserem triangularem representem, 
atque hqjus figurae mihi conscius sim ; triaagulum intuitive cognosco. 
Quodsi cognitio nostra tenninatur ac1;p quo verbis tantum enunciamus 
qu8B in ideas continentar, vel aliis signis eadem repraesentamus, ideas 
vero ipsas verbis aut signis indigitatas non intuemur, cognitio symholica 
est. Ita cognitionem symbolicam habeo trianguli, si cogito ipsum esse 
figuram tribus lineis terminatam, trianguli vero ideam nuUam, multo 
minus linearum quibus terminatur, ac numeri temarii earundem, ideas 
intueor. Similiter cognitionem chiliogoni symbolicam habeo, si verbis 
tadte quasi loquens mihiipsi indigito, chUiogonum esse figuram mille 
lateiibus tenninatam, laterum vero singulorum, ac numeri millenarii, 
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lepteseatative of value without haviug an intrinsic value 
of its ovm; and, like the bank-note, its real worth 
depends on the possibility of its being at any time 
changed for the current coin of the realm. But, as in 
practice the note is treated as if it were the money 
which it represents, so it will be convenient, in the fol- 
lowing remarks, to treat symbolical knowledge as if it 
were itself the complete consciousness to which, if valid, 
it may be at any time reduced. We shall, therefore, 
treat both of intuitive and symbolical reflection under 
the general name of Eepresentative Consciousness or 
Thought 

OF THE FOEM AND MATTER OF THOUGHT. 

* I 

The Form of consciousness in general has been 
explained as consisting in relation to a conscious subject. 
The Form of representative consciousness in particular 
must be ascertained by observing in what manner the 
subject, as a thinker, moulds into thought the raw 
materials famished by intuition. The conditions under 
which this is done donstitute the laws of thought ; and 

ipsinsque chiliogoni ideam nuUam intueor. Quod etiam signis aliis uti 
possimus ad res i^^bis repraeseutandas, prseter verba, vel sola aritbmetica 
loquitur, ubi singularibus utimur notis numericis ad numeroa quos- 
cumque reprsesentandos. Habes igitur bic signa numerorum qusa sunt 
a verbis, quibus enunciantur, diverse. Luculentiora exempla analysis 
recentiorum quam algebram vulgo dicimus suppeditat, ubi formulis ex 
Uteris atque signis aliis compositis notiones remm exhibemus ” (Wolf, 
P$ychologia Emjpmca, sec. 286, 289). 
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the feature by . which these laws are manifested in the 
product will be the /om of thought. The former of 
these terms is strictly used with reference to an act of 
thought ; the latter, with reference to its product. Con- 
ceiving, judging, and reasoning are carried on under 
certain laws. Concepts, judgments, and reasonings ex- 
hibit certain forms. To ascertain what these are, we 
must endeavour to analyse the complex act of conscious- 
ness, and to separate those elements which appear to be 
contributed by the reflective act of the conscious subject. 
The office of Thought consists in arranging the 
confused materials presented to it in such a manner as 
to constitute an object. This is done by limitcUion and 
difference. The object, as such^ must contain a definite 
portion of the materials, and a portion only. Without 
the first of these conditions there would be no contents 
out of which the object could ,be constructed : without 
the second, there would be no distinct representation of 
an actual object, but a confused and imperfect conscious- 
ness of the universe of all possible objects. An oah, 
for example, to be discerned as an*oak, and as nothiug 
else, must have certain constitutive features of its own ; 
and these must in thought be separated Irom those of 
the surrounding objects. These two conditions of all 
thought, expressed in the most general terms, are the 
well-known logical laws of Identity and Contradiction, 
A is A, and A is not not-A ; that is to say, every object^ 
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to be conceived as such, must be conceived as having a 
character of its own, and as distinct from all others. 
But these two conditions necessarily involve a third. 
The obj^t which I distinguish, and that {com which I 
distinguish it, must constitute between them the uni- 
verse of all that is conceivable ; for the distinction is 
not between two definite objects of thought, but between 
the object of which I think and aU those of which I do 
not think. M>t-A implies the exclusion of A only, and 
of nothing else, and thus denotes the universe of all 
conceivable objects with that one exception. This re- 
lation, in its most general expression, constitutes a third 
law of thought, — ^that of Excluded Middle : every poss^le 
(Aject is either A or not-^. (Principiim exdusi medii 
inter duo contradictoria.) These three principles of 
identity, contradiction, and excluded middle, constitute 
the laws of thought as ihoughi, and lire the foundation 
of pure or formal Logic. 

Every complete act of consciousness is a compound 
of intuition and thought ; and the portion which is due 
to the act of thought as such, conducted tinder the 
above laws, will be the form of the representative conr 
seiousness, l^ow, by the act of thought, the confused 
materials presented to the intuitive faculties are contem- 
plated in three points of view : as a single object, as 
distinguished £rom other objects, and as forming, in 
conjunction with those others, a complete class or uni- 
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verse of all that is conceivable. We have thus the 
three forms (or as they are called by Kant, categories*) 
of unity, plurality ^ and totality; conditions essential to 
the possibility of thought in general, and which may 
therefore be regarded as a priori elements of reflective 
consciousness, derived from the constitution of the un- 
derstanding itself, and manifested in relation to all its 
products. They are thus distinguished from the matter, 
or empirical contents, by which one object of thought 
is distinguished from another. The Matter of thought 
is derived from the intuitive faculties, and consists in 
the presented phenomena which form the special 

characteristics of each object — as a man, a house, a tree, 

• • 

* Besides these three, which are classified as categories of quantity, 
Kant enumerates nine others — viz. three of quality, — reality, negation, 
and limitation ; three of relation, — inherence and subsistence, causality 
and dependence, and Community or reciprocal action ; and three of 
modality, possibility or impossibility, existence or non«existence, and 
necessity or contingeuce. But the Kantian categories are not deduced 
from an analysis of the act of thought, but generalised from the forms of 
the proposition, which latter are assumed without examination, as they 
are given in the ordinary logic. A psychological deduction, or a pre- 
liminary criticism of the logical forms themselves, might have con- 
siderably reduced the number. Thus the categories of quality are 
frindamentally identical with those of quantity; — ^reality, or rather aflGbr- 
mation and negation, being implied in identity and diversity, and limit- 
ation in their mutual exclusion. The remaining categories are, to say 
the least, founded on a very questionable theory in logic ; and the two 
most important — those of substance and cause — ^present features which 
distinguish them from mere forms of thought. But these will have to 
be examined hereafter. 


0 
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etc. In order to exhibit this distinction more com- 
pletely, it 'will be necessary to notice in detail the 
different operations into which thought is ordinarily 
divided. 

OF THE SEVEBAL OPERATIONS OF THOUGHT. 

The ordinary division of the representative faculties 
into Conception, or Simple Apprehension, Judgment, and 
Beasoning, is properly a logical rather than a psycho- 
logical di-vision, and relates to the products of thought 
rather than to the powers or operations by which 
those products are generated. * Viewed- as products of 
thought, projected, as it were, out of the thinking mind, 
and embodied in language, the Concept, the Judgment, 
and the Syllogism are expressed in different forms of 
speech, are susceptible of different relations one -with 
another, and are subject to different logical rules and 
tests of validity. For logical purposes, therefore, they 
may properly be regarded as distinct objects, though 
susceptible of treatment upon common principles ; just 
as the different wotks of the same artist, though the 
result of the same produbtive power, may be arranged 
in different blasses and criticised from different points 
of view. But the logical division of products does not 
necessarily imply a corresponding psychological divMon 
of faculties. The same faculty, operating by the same 
laws, may produce different results according to the 
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natme of the objects submitted to it ; just as the same 
artist may produce different works out of different 
materials. It is necessary, therefore, before we trans- 
pknt our logical divisions into the field of psychology, 
to inquire upon what principles the latter science is 
justified in distinguishing at all between various powers 
of the human mind. 

The only natural and necessary principle of dis- 
tinction between objects is the numerical diversity of 
individuals. All other divisions are, to a certain extent, 
arbitrary and artificial, and subservient to the special 
purposes of this or that branch of study. The natu- 
ralist may class the man and the ape together, on 
account of certain points qf supilarity in their physical 
structure; the moralist will place them as widely as 
the poles asunder, as rational and irrational, responsible 
and irresponsible 'agents. Birt no possible system of 
arrangement can make Socrates the same individual as 
Plato, or regard an act performed to-day as numerically 
one with a similar act performed three days ago. Nume- 
rically, not only intellectual operations of various kinds, 
but every single act of each kmd, is distinct from every 
other. An act of reasoning which I perform to-day 
is nvmencally distinct from any similar act performed 
yesterday ; though both may be governed by the same 
laws, and applied to the same objects. But in the classi- 
fication of acts as spedfiedly the same or different, much 
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must depend on the pmpose which we have iP view, 
and on the utility of certain relations for certain ends. 
A distinction which is useful for the purposes of logic 
may be worthless or injurious as regards psychology. 

The distinction between various faculties of the 
internal consciousness, if made at all, must be made on 
a principle exactly the reverse of that by which a similar 
distinction is made with respect to the external senses. 
The bodily oi^ans of sensation are given as locally and 
numerically distinct from each other, and thus famish 
a pre-existing basis for the classification of their several 
operations. Seeing and hearing are not only distinct 
phenomena of consciousness, but are performed by 
means of distinct organs.^ apd the faculty of seeing is 
at any rate so far distinct from that of hearing, that a 
man may be blind without being deaf, and deaf without 
being blind. But as regards the intdmal consciousness, 
we have no other ground for discriminating between 
different faculties than that which is furnished by the 
mental characteristics of the corresponding acts. We 
do not classify the acts from an acknowledged diversity 
of the faculties; but we attempt to classify the faculties 
&om some admitted or supposed diversity in the acts. 
The acts, therefore, must, on independent grounds, be 
determined to be identical or distinct in ^ecies, before 
we can unite or separate them as related to the same or 
different mental powers. 
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The distinction between the various reflective facul- 
ties is therefore not so nxuch to be considered with 
regard to its truth or falsehood as with r^rd to its 
convenience or inconvenience. The theory of distinct 
mental organs corresponding to distinct acts of thought 
is untenable on any hypothesis but that of the crudest 
materialism. No sober-minded psychologist ever intends 
to represent the mental faculties as substantially and 
numerically distinct portions of the mind ; but, as erdia 
ratianis, they may furnish more or less convenient heads 
of classification, to connect or distinguish the similar 
or dissimilar mental acts or states of which we are 
successively conscious. In this point of view, the phe- 
nomena of conception, ju^gm^t, and reasoning, viewed 
merely as acts of thought, without refer^ce to the 
diversity of the data from which the act commences and 
with which it deals, appear to* famish far more promi- 
nent features of similarity than of difference. They we 
effected by the same means ; they axe governed by the 
same laws ; they are confined within the same limits ; 
they admit of the same distinctions of material and 
formal validity. The psychological emalysis of any one 
may be applied, almost in the same words,*to the others ; 
and, so far as thought alone is concerned, the same 
mental qualities are manifested in the right performance 
of eacL In a psychological point of view, to enume- 
rate separate mental faculties and operations, as giving 
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rise to the varioas products of thought, is, to say the 
least, to encumber the science with unnecessary and 
perplexing distinctions. It will be sufficient to refer 
them to the single faculty of thmgM or refi&stim, the 
operation of which is, in aU cases, comparison. The 
unit of thought is always a judgment, based on a com- 
parison of objects ; and the several operations of thought 
are, in ultimate analysis, nothing more than judgments 
derived from different data. In order to exhibit this in 
special instances, it will be convenient to adopt provi- 
sionally the logical classification, and to examine the 
phenomena of thought under the several heads of Con- 
ception, Judgment, and Beasoning. 


OF CONCEPTION. 

The ultimate object of all comptete consciousness, 
intuitive or reflective, is, as has been already stated, an 
individual; that is to say, an object occupying a de- 
finite position in time or space, or both. It is not, 
however, necessary tliat the individual so presented to 

I 

consciousness should be discerned as such by any dis- 
tinctive features. We must distinguish between an 
individual act of consciousness and an individual object 
viewed out of relation to that act. The conditions 
of time and space are sufficient to distinguish the ext 
frrom every other act, and the object at the momemt of 
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jjercgMJwm from every other object; but they are not parts 
of the object itadf ; and they famish no marks by which 
that object may be permanmtty distinguished from 
others. The same object may occupy different places at 
different times; or different objects may successively 
occupy the same place. Hence, in addition to these 
conditions, which serve only for the intuitive cognition 
of a single individual at a particular moment, it is 
necessary to select others, which may serve as marks for 
the reflective cognition of an individual, as such, when 
different objects are compared together. In any given 
intuition we may or may not be conscious of marks 
sufficient for this purpose. I may see, for example, 
at a distance, three men standing together. They are 
unquestionably three individual men, each occupying 
his own position in space ; and this at the moment is 
sufficient to disti&guish them, from each other. But I 
may be unable, on account of the distance, to discern 
any distinctive features belonging to the objects them- 
selves. I discern them as three men, and that is alL I 
cannot say whether they are fair *or dark, tall or short, 
acqu6dntances or strangers. *I can distinguish them by 
nothing but their relative positions ; an(f these may at 
any moment be changed without my being able to dis- 
cover it. In other words, I perceive in the individuals 
only such qualities as are characteristic of a class. 

The above example may serve to iUustiate tlie 
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process of imperfed or iriwitive gmeralwoMon, which 
consists in directing the attention, voluntarily or invO' 
luntarily, to the common features of several objects 
presented to us, neglecting or not perceiving those qua- 
lities which are peculiar to each.* It is not a distinct 
cognition of the class as a class, nor of the individuals 
as individuals ; but a confused perception of both 
together.. To form a complete cognition of the indi- 
vidual, I must, by the aid of imagination, supply those 
distinctive features which I am unable clearly to per- 
ceive. To form a complete cognition of the class, I 
must separate the common attributes fmm their con- 
nection with a definite time and place. But how are 

* Si in cognitione irUuUiva agquiesQinms, priTna intellectns operatio 
ahsolvituTt dum in ideia dmnim vel plurium individv^orum dmul nobis 
occsjunmtihjLs ad ea sttccessive atterUionem dirigimvs qucs in iisdem 
eadem sunt. Dam enim attentionem nostram saccessive dirigimus ad 
ea qum in ideis duornm vel plurium individuorAn simul nobis occur- 
rentibus eadem sunt ; magis nobis conscii sumus quod jam in pluribus 
eadem percipiamus, quam quod percipiamus alia, atque adeo operations 
intellectus ea a subjectis, quibus insunt, quasi separamus. Distincte 
igitur percipimus quee ad genus vel speciem illarum rerum pertinent, 
consequenter genera et species nobis distincte reprsesentamus. Quare 
cum generum et specierum reprsesentatio sit notio, distincta autem notio 
intellectns operatio sit eaque prima ; si in cognitione intuitive acquies- 
cimus, prima mentis operatio absolvitur, dum in ideis duorum vel plu- 
lium individuorum simul nobis occurrentibus ad ea successive attentionem 
dirigimus, quse in iisdem eadem sunt Hoc modo patet quomodo nobis 
genera et species remm in universali reprassentare debeamus. Quod 
alius non detur modus in cognitione intuitiva genera et species return 
lepraesentandi, ex eo intelligitur, quod universalia, sen genera et species 
non mdstant nisi in singularibus, et ad notionem entis in univezsali non 
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attributes, apart from their juxtaposition in space, to be 
so connected together as to constitute a single object ? 
The head and trunk and limbs of an individual man are 
connected together by continuity in space, and by that 
continuity constitute a whole of intuition, whether dis- 
tinctly recognised in that relation or not How are the 
attributes of mankind in general to be separated &om 
their position in space, and yet so united together as to 
constitute a whole of thought ? To effect this, we must 
call in the aid of language. The word is to thought 
what space is to perception. It constitutes the con- 
necting-link between various attributes, — the frame, as 
it were, in which they are set — and thus furnishes the 

• • 

pertineant nisi determinationes intnnsicee pluribus singulaaibus sen 
individuis commnnes. Ponamus e. gr. duas arbores, cerasnm atqne 
prunum, oculis nostris una objici, ita ut utramque nno intuitu compre- 
bendere yaleamus. Qdodsi jam attentionem nostram ad folia utriusque 
arboris simul dirigimus, nobis conscii sumus nos in utraque percipere 
folia, et magis quidem conscii sumus, quam quod alia yel in iisdem 
arboribus vel extra eas una percipiamus. Quodsi jam pono attentionem 
nostram promoyemus ad surculos in utraque arbore simul, eorundem 
eodem prorsus modo conscii nobis sumus. vEt idem tenendum est de 
lamis atque truncis. Hac ratione absque omni vocabulorum yel aliorum 
signorum usu, ea nobis distincte reprsesentamus, quae arboribus com- 
munia sunt, atque adeo notionem hujus generis iif^ediuntur, quod 
arboris nomine indigitamus. Atque ita simul intelligimus, quid sit 
mente separare ea, quae individuis communia sunt. Neque yero utilitate 
sua caret nosse, quomodo in cognitione intuitiya prima intellectus oper- 
atic sese exerat, quoniam notionibus generum atque specierum claritas 
affunditur, si cognitio intuitiya cum symbolica conjungatur ** (Wolf, 
Peyckohgia Empirical sec. 826). 
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means by wbich the features characteristic of a class 
may be viewed apart firom the individuals in which 
they are intuitively, perceived, and combined into a 
complex notion or concept. Conception is thus, in the 
operations of thought, the counterpart of perception in 
those of sense. In the latter we are conscious of objects 
as extended; «.e. as possessing parts related to each 
other by juxtaposition in space. In the former we are 
conscious of notions, as embodied in words, and as com> 
posed of subordinate notions, which are themselves also 
expressed by similar symbols. 

Conception, apart from intuition, ia only possible 
under the form of symbolical cognition, in which the 
notions are contemplated^in their signs. In this form it 
consists in the enumeration, by means of verbal or other 
symbols, of the different parts constituting a given 
notion.* Conception, intuitive as wt:U as symbolical, 

* **In cogniiione syrnholimpHma mentis operaUo ahsolviJlm reeensione 
vocabuU^^ vel aliorum signonmt qwibus ea mdigUcmtv/r^ qnas no* 
Uonem rei distinctam ingreditmtwr, Etenim in cognitione syznbolica 
tantommodo verbis eniinci%mas in ideis continentur, vel aliis signis 
eadem reprsesentamnsi ideas vero ipsas verbis ant signis aliis indigitatas 
non intnemur. Quare cum in cognitione intnitiva prima mentis oper- 
aUo absolvatnr, ft attentionem snccessive in idea rei ad ea dirigimns 
qufle notionem distinctam generis vel specie! ingrediuntnr, singula antem 
baao enondabilia sint, adeoque vocabolis vel signis aliis indigitari poa* 
sint; in cognitione symbolica prima mentis operatio absolvi debet 
recensione vocabaloram« vel reprsesentatione aliornm signomm, quibim 
ea denotantur qu» notionem rei distinctam ingrediuntnr. Ita prima 
mentis operatio in cognitione symbolica arboris absolvitor, si dicimns 
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is thus in all cases a judgment. In intuitive concep- 
tion we judge that an object now present to the mind 
exemplifies a given notion ; we pronoimce, for example, 
that this is a man. In symbolical conception we pro- 
nounce that the notion comprehends such and such 
subordinate notions as its constituent parts. But sym- 
bolical cognition supposes intuitive cognition, actual or 
possible, as its condition. The existence of a class is 
possible if the existence of individual members is pos- 
sible ; for the universal has no existence apart from the 
individual A class really exists, if individuals exist 
possessing the- attributes of that class: a class may 
imaginably exist, if we can imagine the existence of in- 
dividuals possessing the corresponding attributes. But 
where neither perception nor imagination is possible— 
where the attributes are such that we cannot, either by 
observation or by*construction, manual or mental, com- 
bine them into an individual unity of representation — 


yegetabile, quod ez tninco, ramis, surculis et foliis constat : etenim si- 
gillatim recensemus verba quibus ea indigitsntur qnse in arboribus tan- 
qnam communia distinguimus, consequenter quse notionem arboris in 
genere, quatenus distinota est, ingr^inntur. Non antem jam nobis 
qufiestio est, utrum notio distincta sit completa atqne determinata, atqne 
oratione ista talis notio significetnr, nt bsec definitionis loco inservire 
possit. Soffioit enim bic ea sigillatim enonciari quse mente ab idea rei 
separantor, dum distincte nobis genus vel speciem reprsesentare cona« 
mnr. Pendet enim cognitio symbolica ab intuitiva, qnam supponit et 
ad quam refertor. Qnioqnid igitor hnic deest, idem etiam illi deesse 
debet ” (Wolf, PsychcHogia Smpificaf sec. 828 ). 
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the class is inconceivable, and the words by which it 
is represented, however separately intelligible, are, in 
their combination, utterly muneaning. 

Hence, as a general role : Conc^tion is only poss/ihle 
within the limits of possible intv/Uion , — ^that is to say, 
those notions only are conceivable whose objects as indi- 
viduals can be presented to intuition in themselves or 
represented in their images. It is not necessary that 
the intuition should in all cases actually take place : it 
is sufficient if, from our intuitive knowledge of the 
several attributes, we know that there is no incompati- 
bility between them which renders their union in one 
representation impossible. I conceive a cMliagon when 
I define it as a regular figure of a thousand sides ; but I 
cannot distinctly represent in the imagination a thousand 
sides at once ; nor do I think it necessary to draw the 
figure in order to convince myself by'’actual experience 
of the possibility of the intuition. But I know that the 
property of inclosing space contains nothing incom- 
patible with the number of a thousand sides ; and that 
therefore the corresponding figure could be constructed, 
if necessary. Under this conviction, the symbolical 
takes the place of the intuitive cognition ; and we are 
enabled, by the aid of language, to think of the figure in 
certain relations without actually constructing it.* In 

* “Qnonittmyocabala sunt Bignanostnmmperoeptioniun, Tel reram 
per eas Tepreeaentatamm, dam rerbo recenaemna qoiboa ea indigitaatar 
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speaJdng of possibh intv/Uion as the test of conceiv- 
ability, we do not mean merely the intuition of the 
bodily senses. Fear, or anger, or volition, or moral 
approbation, or any individual state of the internal con- 
sciousness, is as much an object of intuition as a sound, 
or a colour, or an odour; and is equally capable of 
being represented in an image or conceived under a 
general notion.' Neither do we make any difference 
between the real and the imaginary, between the men- 
tally and the physically possible. A centaur is as 
conceivable as a horse or a man, whether the actual 
existence of s»ch a creature is physically possible or 
not. I may imagine or conceive a stone remaining sus- 
pended in air or water, or mounting upwards instead of 

qnffi notionem rei distinctam ingrediuntur, ea singiila ad perceptiones 
reram in cognitione intuitiya locum habentes referre tenemur, etsi ad 
notionem eidem respolfdentemnon attandamus, quod eadem ex crebro usu 
satis intelligere arbitremur. Quamobrem operatic m 

cognitione syrnholicaproempponit operationem ejvMempHTmm in iniui^ 
tim, Hsec probe notanda sunt, ne demus sine mente sonos, nobisque per- 
suadeamus nos notionem rei habere, dum yocabula recensere yalemus, 
etsi cognUionem symbolicam ad intuitivam^reducere minime yaleamus : 
qu 80 reductio in eo consistit, ut ideam alicigus indiyidui in nobis excite- 
mus, siye sensuum, siye imaginationis ope, ac attentio nostra successiye 
ad ea dirigatur quse in re percepta insunt, atque deinde yocabula ad 
eadem referantur, prout singulis, yi significatus quern obtinent alias, 
subinde etiam yi etymologiae ac compositionis, denotandis apta depre- 
henduntur, quatenns scilicet in etymologia yel compositione ratio de- 
nominandi latet, ad rem yocabulo denotatam manducens, nisi ipsimet 
yocabula ad ea significanda in cognitione intuitiya tfanstulerimus, atque 
bujus facti meminerimus” (Wolf, Fsychologia Empirica, sec. 829). 



206 


METAPHYSICS. 


&lling downwards, though consistently with the natural 
law of gravitation it can do nothing but sink to the 
ground. 

Conception without an accompanying intuition is 
only possible, as we have already observed, by means of 
symbols; but the thought which accompanies every 
complete intuition, and by which various presented 
attributes are regarded as constituting a whole, is an 
act of similar character, and may therefore properly 
be called by the same name. Conception may thus be 
distinguished as of two kinds : — SymMical conception, 
in which a general notion, represented in language, 
is regarded as composed of other subordinate notions 
similarly represented ; and IntvMim coTMxptim, in which 
an iudividual object, present to sense or imagination, is 
regarded as a whole composed of certain presented parts. 
By this the object is thought under' a concept; being 
thraeby separated from the surrounding objects of intui- 
tion, and regarded as a whole by itseli* The former 
kind of conception is based on the latter, and derives its 
validity from it. It us in the latter, therefore, that the 

* “The undeBstanding, thought proper, notion, concept, etc., may 
coincide or not with imagination, representation proper, image, etc. The 
two &cultie8 do not coincide in a general notion ; for we cannot repre- 
sent man or horse in im actual image without individualising the uni- 
versal : and thus contradiction emerges. But in the individual, say 
Socrates or Bucephalus, they do coincide ; for I see no valid ground 
why we should ttmOe, in the strict sense of the word, or conesios the 
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form and laws of conception will be most clearly ex- 
hibited. We must therefore analyse the complex act of 
intoitive conception, in order to detect, in the whole so 
conceived, the part contributed by the reflective faculty, 
and the laws under which it operates. 

It has been already observed that intuition and 
thought, the presentative and the representative con- 
sciousness, can be distinguished &om each other, as 
actual states of mind, only logically, not really. To the 
recognition of either, as a feet of consciousness, the pre- 
sence of both is indispensable. To discern the element 
contributed by,conception to the cognition of an object 
of consciousness as such, we may revert, for the moment, 
to the supposition of a being susceptible of a diversity of 
intuitions, but with no power of discerning wherein that 
diversity consists. In other words, we must suppose 
him divested of the faculty oi^comparison. In the exer- 
cise of sight, for example, he migh t at aay moment be 
dimly conscious that he saw something ; he might also 
be dimly conscious that he had seen something before ; 
but he would not be conscious wHether the two objects 
were the same or different in*species ; for this implies a 

indiyidtials which we r^esent** (Sir W. Hamilton, Discussions, p. 
18 ), We may go even beyond this, and regard conception as coinciding 
not merely with the imo^gmeUvm, but with one element of the perc^tion 
of an individual object. For the combination of individual parts into a 
whole is a cognition of relaiioms, and, as such, is properly an act of the 
undearstanding, operating by means of concepts. 
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reflective cognition of each under a separate notion. Bj 
the act of conception I discern a particular object as 
such ; and this implies at the same time a consciousness 
of its difference from something else. The act of reflec- 
tion has thus added a new element to the phenomena of 
intuition — ^namely, a consciousness of their relation to 
each other. The mere presence of an object affecting the 
organ of sight does not in itself imply that any other 
object accompanies or has preceded it ; but the recogni-, 
tion of it as this object rather than that, does so. Con- 
ception, whether intuitive or symbolical (for the latter is 
but the substitute for the former), thus implies the cog- 
nition of objects under separate notions ; and this cogni- 
tion constitutes the common or formal feature of the act 
of conceiving, being unaffected by any diversity in the 
nature of the objects conceived. To ascertain the Laws 
of Conception we must therefore ask what this cognition 
of objects in all cases supposes : in other words, what 
are the relations implied in the knowledge of an object 
as such. In the first place, the object is discerned, or 
separated fix>m all others ; and this separation implies 
two relations, identity and diversUy. The consciousness 
of identity is'^at the same time the consciousness of dif- 
ference : I discern a thing by knowing it as what it is, 
and by distinguishing it from what it is not. In the 
second place, the cognisance of this relation between 
objects implies also their mv/tuod rdodim to a common 
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eonsemmm. I am conscious of the distinction of one 
thing from another, by including both as modes of one 
continuous conscious existence. Without this, memory 
would be impossible, and without memory there could be 
no comparison. We have thus the three forms of Unity, 
Plurality, and Totality, manifested as the necessary 
relations with which the mind, in the act of conception, 
invests the materials furnished by intuition. To con- 
ceive any object A as such, I 'must distinguish it from 
all that is not A, and I must regard A and not- A as 
constituting between them the universe of my conscious- 
ness. These req^uirements are expressed by the three 
laws of Identity, Contradiojion, and Excluded MiddlOi 
which may thus be regarded aa the universal or formal 
conditions of every act of conception as such^ in contra- 
distinction from the special or material conditions which 
are necessary to thS conception <0! this or that particular 
class of objects only. 

Prom the above exhibition of the laws and forms of 
thought in general, as manifested in the act of concep- 
tion, it will be easy to deduce, in a ‘somewhat amended 
enumeration, those special forms which have been treated 
by logical writers as distinctive of the concept proper.* 
The concept is necessarily conceived as one, aa one of 

* See Kent, Logik, sect. 2. Fries, System der LogUe, sect. 20. The 
former places the form of a concept in its nniversality ; the latter adopts 
the same 'view, snbdividing nniversality into extension and comprehen- 
sion. 
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many, and as eonstitvivn^ with the many cm universe of 
ihe coneeivahle. From the last of these three conditions 
it follows that the concept must possess a generic or 
universal feature, by which it is characterised as a con> 
cept in general, or a member of the conceivable universe. 
From the second it follows that it must also possess a 
differential or peculiar feature, by which it is distin- 
guished from all others. And from the first it follows 
that these two features must be united into a single 
whole. Hence every concept, as such, must possess in 
some degree the attributes of distinctness, as having com- 
plex contents, capable of analysis into genus and differ- 
ence ; of dearness, as being by one portion of its contents 
distinguishable from othpr notions ; and of rdatwn to a 
possMe object of intuition, inasmuch as the unity of a 
complex notion depends not on a mere juxtaposition of 
terms, but upon its being the representative of one 
object.* These three forms may be otherwise denomi- 
nated (for the difference is merely verbal) comprehension, 
liimtaMon, and eaetenswn. As having complex contents, 
every concept comprehends certain attributes ; as distin- 
guishable from others, it is limited by its specific differ- 
ence ; and, as representative of a class of possible objects, 

* Arist M^wph, vi. 12 : *Eirl fih yhp rod dvOptairos koI \evKbv iroXXd 
fth 4<rrlPf Staff brdpxtl Sariptp BdtepoVf fv Stay bvdpxv Kal irdSji n 
t 6 SvoKelfieyov S SatBpmroi * rirre ydp tv ylyverai Kal t<mv 6 \svKbt Mpontot, 
Ibid, yiL 6 ; *0 ^ Spiff pubi X6yos kfftlv ett ob IffwSdfffup KaBdr^p IXidti 
dXXd 4vbt etvau. 
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it has a certain field over which it is extmded. The forms 
the concept proper may thus he indifferently enn> 
merated, as Distinctness, Clearness, and Belation to an 
object ; or as Comprehension, limitation, and Extension. 

We have thus exhibited the general laws of thought 
in their relation to those objects with reference to which 
the thinking act is usually distinguished as Conception. 
But though no conception is possible, except in confor- 
mity with these laws, it must not therefore be concluded 
that conception is possible in all cases in which they are 
not transgressed. An object may be inconceivable in 
two ways , — essentially ox formally, because the attempt 
to conceive it involves a vio^fition of the laws of thought ; 
and ouxidentally or matericifly, because of the absence of 
certain preliminary conditions, whose existence must be 
presupposed before thought comes into operation. By 
the laws of thou^t, a concept must have distinctive 
contents ; it must not comprehend two contradictory, 
elements; and it must be contained tmder one or the 
other of the contradictory notions which constitute the 
universe of thought. Where these conditions are not 
observed the object is formally or essential^ inconceiv- 
able. Thus pure Hothing, which has no contents, and 
also the indefinite notions indicated by the terms Being 
Thing, Existence in general, which have no definite con- 
tents, are formally inconceivable, as violating the law of 
identity ; They are not an .A as distinguished fix)m a not* 
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A. So, again, we are fomally unable to conceive tiie 
same sni&ce as both black and not-black, which involves 
a violation of the law of contradiction ; nor yet can we 
conceive it as neither one nor the other ; for this is pro- 
hibited by the law of excluded middle. But the acci- 
dental or material inconceivability of objects depends on 
other conditions. The materials of thought are famished 
by the phenomena of the senses or of some other intui- 
tive faculty ; and hence, when the intuition is wanting, 
conception is impossible, as having no data upon which 
to operate. Thus, a blind man can form no conception 
of colours, and a deaf man can form no conception of 
sounds, — ^not because sounds and colours are in them- 
selves inconceivable, but*eca;rse the preliminary intui- 
tion which should famish the materials of the concep- 
tion is deficient. And so likewise any man, though in 
the full possession of his Senses, is unable to form a con- 
ception of a colour which he has never seen, or of a 
sound which he has never heard, or of a savour which 
he has never tasted ; or at least, he can form only such 
an imperfect conception as may be famished by its sup- 
posed likene|s to some object of his actual experience, — 
a conception necessarily defective, as not containing the 
specific difference which characterises the object as such, 
and which actual experience alone can famish. Objects 
accidentally inconceivable may be divided into two 
classes : — ^those which are deficient in the matter of the 
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intmtion, and those which are deficient in the /om; for 
it must he remembered that the form of intuition be- 
comes part of the matter of thought; and that both 
these classes are therefore, so far as conception is con- 
cerned, inconceivable maUriMy or (miAmtally. The 
form of intuition is to be found in the general conditions 
of space and time, which are common to all external or 
internal intuitions respectively, as such : the matter is 
to be found in the special affections of this or that mode 
of external or internal sense, by which one object is dis- 
tinguished from another. Upon the necessary relations 
of space and time are founded the two sciences of geo- 
metry and arithmetic ; an<J a notion which violates the 
principles of either of th^se may be classified as incon- 
ceivable from a defect in the form of intui^on. Thus it 
is impossible to conceive a figure bounded by two straight 
lines, or an odd dumber which is the sum of two even 
ones ; because the two straight lines cannot be perceived 
or imagined as occupying such a position in space as is 
necessary before we can include them under the general 
concept of a figure ; and the two*even numbers cannot 
occupy .uch a suoceasiou in •time as is necessary to He 
formation of the concept of an odd number. These 
notions are not, as some writers have supposed,* logically 

* .Ajnong others may be mentioned Leibnitz, ThMi^e^ sect, ii p. 
480, ed. Erdmann ; Stewart, Mefm&rUa, part ii. ch. L ; and Whately, 
Logie^ Appendix on Ambiguous Terms, v. Impossibility, 
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sdf'contradictoiy, and therefore formally mooxxceiTable: 
they are not inadmiesible in their general character as 
thoughts, but in their special character as thoughts about 
figures or numbers. In one respect they differ consider- 
ably firom the other class of materially inconceivable 
objects, iu which the impossibility arises only from a 
deficiency in actual experience of the matter of intui- 
tion, such as has been supposed in the case of an un- 
known colour or sound. The latter may become con- 
ceivable by a mere extension of experience, without any 
change in our bodily or mental constitution. The former, 
bemg dependent on the subjective conditions of intuition, 
could not become conceivable without a change in the 
constitution of o\ir intui^ve faculties. This difference 
win be morg fully examined when we come to treat of 
the distinction between necessary and contingent truths. 

Before concluding this part of our’subject, it will be 
necessary to say a few words on the controverted ques- 
tion of the processes usually regarded as subsidiary to 
conception, namely, Abstraction and Generalisation. The 
account usually given of these processes by writers on 
l(^c cannot be regarded as accurately exhibiting the 
psychological phenomena connected with the passage 
from intuition to thought; and the question derives addi- 
tipnal interest from the controversy which has been 
raised by philosophers of eminence concerning the 
reality of the processes themselves. 
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The ordinaxy logical account is to the following 
effect : — ^We examine, it 'is said, a number of individual 
objects, agreeing in some features and differing in others ; 
we aistrcui or separate the points in which they agree 
firom those in which they differ ; and we genm-alm, or 
construct a common notion, represented by a common 
name, out of the features of similarity so separated from 
the rest ; which common notion becomes thus indiffer- 
ently applicable to aU the individuals &om which it was 
derived. Tlie process, as thus described, appears to pre- 
suppose the very act of conception to which it is repre- 
sented as giving rise. If, for example, I am to form a 
general notion of man hj examining the individuals 
Peter, James, and John, and Ijy separating the accidents 
of complexion, stature, expression of countenance, etc., 
from the human form which is common to all, it is 
obvious that I mftst previously have formed genml no- 
tions of the parts so separated from each other. Before 
I can say, this man has blue eyes and that man has 
black ; and the colour of the eyes may therefore be set 
aside as accidental ; I must havb discerned, by means 
of concepts, the eyes as sudh from other features, and 
the colours blue and black from other visible qualities. 
If . these concepts, according to the above theory, are 
formed by means of a previous abstraction, the same 
dlfdoulty is repeated. Conception supposes abstrac- 
tion, and abstraction again supposes conception, and 
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the explanation thus runs in a constantly lecuning 
drde. 

The error of the theory consists in supposing that the 
individual is discerned as sucA before the universal In 
the confused consciousness, if it can be called conscious- 
ness at all, which alone would be possible in an act of sen- 
sation unaccompanied by thought, we could not be said 
to discern either likenesses or differences. We should 
not be able to distinguish one individual from another, 
or to compare them together as like or unlike. As soon 
as thought is awakened, the general notion is perceived 
in and along with the individual which is discerned 
under it : and it is impossible to distinguish an indivi- 
dual as such &om others, -^ithout at the same time being 
conscious of the notion which that individual exempli- 
fies. Indeed, properly speaking, every collection of 
individual attributes is potentially th^ representative of 
a class ; for there is nothing in the attributes themselves 
to prevent their being exhibited by more than one 
object. In one sense, indeed, it might be said that our 
cognition of the classes prior to that of the individual 
For, in the development of consciousness by the aid of 
language, resemblances are noticed earlier than differ- 
ences ; and even the names distinctive of individuals 
are at first associated only with their generic features. 
Children, says Aristotle, at first call all mm father, and 
all women mother, but afterwards they distinguish one 
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person from another.* Bj the aid of language, our first 
abstractions are in fact given to us already made, as we 
leEum to give the same name to various individual pre- 
sented to us mder slight and at first unnoticed circum- 
stances of distinction. The name is thus applied to dif- 
ferent objects long before we leam to analyse the grow- 
ing powers of speech and thought, to ask what we mean 
by each several instance of its application, and to correct 
and fix the signification of words at first used vaguely 
and obscurely. 

The nature of the general notion or concept itself has 
been no less a point of controversy among philosophers 
than the process by which^it is formed. According to 
Locke, f the general idea of triangle is an imperfect 
idea, “ wherein some parts of several different and incon- 
sistent ideas are put together.” As limited to no par- 
ticular kind of tflangle, hut including aU, it must be 
“neither oblique nor rectangular, neither equilateral, 
equicrural, nor scalenon ; but all and none of these at 
once.” The general idea, as thus described, Berkeley 
easily perceived to be self-contradictory, and the doctrine 
suicidal “ I have a faculty,”*he says, “ of imagining or 
representing to myself the ideas of those particular 
things I have perceived, and of variously compounding 
^and dividing them. I can imagine a man with two heads, 

* Fhys, Ausc, i. 1. 
t Essa/y^ b. iv. chap. viL sec. 9. 
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or the tipper parts of a man joined to the body of a horse. 
I can consid^ the hand, the eye, the nose, each by itself, 
abstracted or separated fiiom the rest of the body. But 
then, whatever hand or eye I im^ine, it must have some 
particular shape and colour. Likewise the idea of man 
that 1 frame to myself must be either of a white, or a 
black, or a tawny, a straight or a crooked, a tall or a 
low, or a middle-sized man. To be plain, 1 own myself 
able to abstract in one sense, as when I consider some 
particular parts or qualities separated from others, with 
which, though they are united in some objects, yet it is 
possible they may really exist without them. But I 
deny that I can abstract one from another, or conceive 
separately those qualities which it is impossible should 
exist so separated; or that I can frame a general notion 
by abstracting from particulars in the manner afore- 
said.”* On these grounds, the bisllbp maintains that 
things, names, and notions, are in their own nature par- 
ticular, and are only rendered universal by the relation 
which they bear to the particulars represented by them. 

The remarks which have been made above, on the 
distinction between intuitive and S3aubolical knowledge, 
and on the <^ce of language in promoting distinctness 
of intuition as well as of conception, may assist in plac- 
ing this controversy on a more satisfactory footing. The 
error of Locke, as Berkeley clearly perceived, consisted 
* PriAusijplea of Hmum Knowledge^ Introduction, sec. 10. 
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in regarding abstraction as a positive act of thought, 
instead of the mere negation of thought. Abstraction is 
nothing more than non^attention to certain parts of an 
object : we do not positively think of the triangle as 
neither equilateral, nor isosceles, nor scalene ; but we 
think of the figure as composed of three sides, without 
asking the question whether those sides are equal or 
unequal On the other hand, Berkeley, in maintaining 
that all notions are in their own nature particular, has 
overlooked the fact that thought, and, through thought, 
language, is necessary to distinguish the particular as 
particular, no less than the universal as universal ; and 
that we are thus enabled, both in intuitive and in sym- 
bolical cognition, to discern generic attributes, and to 
constitute them an object of conception, without being 
conscious of the particulars by which they are accom- 
panied. I see a Hian at a distance, and I know him to 
be a man ; here is intuition and conception combined. 
But I am not near enough to discern either his stature 
or his complexion ; and though, if my attention is called 
to the point, I cannot help admitting that he must be of 
a certain size and a certain colour ; yet the visible object 
presents neither the one nor the other ; and it is not 
necessary that my attention should be called to them at 
all It is true that the visible object, as a surface, is 
coloured ; but this colour does not enter into my notion 
of the thing represented. The faint blue tint that 


f 
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mai^ a distant object is not included in my concep- 
tion of the object as a man, and my sight is too feeble 
to enable me to supply any other. Here, then, is a dis- 
tinct cognition of generic attributes as such — attributes 
which are indeed perceived as existing in an individual, 
but which contain no distinctive feature by which the 
individual can be recognised as such. The abstraction 
becomes still greater when the conception is purely 
symbolical; as we are thus enabled to think of the 
attributes without being at the moment conscious of 
their coexistence in any individual whatever. Berkeley 
mistakes the test of conception for the act of conception 
itself. Conception is not identical with imagination; 
though the latter process, is so far the test of the former 
that nothing can be conceived as constituting a class, 
which is absolutely and in its own nature incapable of 
being imagined as existing in an indi'^duaL 

The length to which our remarks have run on the 
subject of conception will' enable us to be more brief in 
our treatment of the remaining operations of thought, 
which are nothing more than the same faculty of com- 
parison applied to differenl objects. 

OF JUDGMENT. 

Judgment, in the limited sense in which it is dis- 
tmguishable firom consciousness in general, is an act of 
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comparison between two given concepts, as regards their 
relation to a common object. Omitting those judgments 
which involve merely the enumeration of the attributes 
comprehended in a concept (the analytical or eseplicative 
judgments of Kant), which may be more properly classi- 
fied as acts of conception, and confining ourselves to 
those in which the contents of the given concepts are 
distinct from each other (the synthetical or ampliatwe 
jvdgmenis of Kant), we may distinguish the Form from 
the Matter of judgments, — ^the part contributed by the 
act of judging itself, &om the pre-existing materials on 
which it operates, — as follows. The concepts being dis- 
tinct from each other in contents, their relation to a 

• 

common object cannot be SiPcertained by any mere 
examination of those contents : this relation, therefore, 
as well as the concepts themselves, must be given prior 
to and out of the dbt of comparison. In other words, the 
relation between the two concepts must be given in an 
act of intuition, pure or empirical, imaginary or real, 
before we can decide by an act of judgment that such a 
relation does or does not exist. Fbr example : in order 
to form the judgment “ two straight lines cannot inclose 
a space,” 1 must not only know the meaning of the 
terms employed, but I must also, by the aid of imagi- 
nation, construct a representation in my mind of two 
actual straight lines and their actual positions in space. 
I must perceive that these two straight lines are in- 
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capable of inclosing a q>ace, before I pronounce the 
universal judgment concerning straight lines in general. 
Here the relation between the two concepts is presented 
in a^JMre or h, priori imtvMion — i.e. in an intuition con* 
taining no adventitious element external to the mind 
itselfl Again, in order to form the judgment “gold is 
heavy,” supposing that my conception of gold does not 
in itself include the attribute of weight, I cannot, by 
merely thinking of gold as a hard, yellow, shining body, 
determine what effect it will produce when laid upon the 
hand. I must actually place an individual piece of gold 
upon my hand, and ascertain by experience the fact of 
its pressure. Here the relation between the two con- 
cepts is presented in a tnyced or empirical intuition; i.6. 
in an intuition caused by the presence of a body external 
to the mind itself. The examination of these constitu- 
ent elements will enable us to distinguish between the 
matter and the form of thought as exhibited in the act 
of judgment. 

If I poise a piece of gold in my hand, in order to 
ascertain whether it ils heavy, the presented phenomena 
belong to distinct acts ofWnsation. The evidence of 
sight attests the presence of a round, yellow, shining 
body ; the evidence of touch, or rather of muscular pres- 
sure, attests its weight. To unite these attributes, as 
belonging to one and the same thing, is an act, not of 
smisation, but of lliought. The mere sensation aided by 
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the concepts, presents ns with three things — ^the body 
which is seen, the pressure which is felt, and a certain 
temporal and local juxtaposition of the two. To com- 
bine the presented attributes as belonging to one thing ; 
to pronounce that it is tha gold which is heavy, is an act 
of thought, constituting a judgment Here, then, we 
have one form of judgment, expressed in the copula, 

“ gold is heavy ; ” this indicates the identification of two 
concepts as related to a common object ; an identifica- 
tion usually known as the quality of the judgment 
The same is the case with the ^lantity of judgments. 

I see a number pf balls lying on a table, and pronounce 
at once that they are all white ; I see another collection, 

and assert in like manner that some are white and some 

• • 

black. Here the senses, even when aided by the con- 
cepts in distinguishing the balls as such, yet present to 
us only individual«objects. TMs, this, and this are within 
their province ; but they know nothing of all or some. 
It is by an act of thought that the several individuals 
are regarded as constituting a whole, and a judgment 
pronounced concerning that whole* or a portion of it 
A third form of the judgifient, as indeed of all think- 
ing, is limilation. In predicating one notion of another, 
I at the same tune necessarily exclude everything to 
which that predicate is opposed, and thereby limit the 
subject to one alone of those contradictory determina- 
tions which make up the universe of thought In^ 
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assertmg, for example, tliat gold is heavy, I as much 
exclude it from the class of imponderables as I include 
it within that of bodies possessing weight. The canon 
iih&i predimtim is limUaMon is now, indeed, universally 
admitted as an axiom in philosophy ;* and the various 
metaphysical systems of modem Germany, since the 
days of Kant, may be briefly described as so many at- 
tempts to evade the consequences of this principle by 
constmcting a philosophy of the unlimited on a basis 
independent of logical predication.^ 

These three forms of the judgment, like those of the 


* See, for example, among others, Fichte, Ueher den Onmd unseres 
Olaubens an eine gWXieke WeUregifrungt p. 16 ( Werhe, v. p. 187) ; 
GeriMiche Verardwortung^ p. 47 ( Werke, v. p. 266) ; Bestimrmmg des 
Mensch^n ( JFerke, iL p. 304). Hegel, Logik, p. i. b. ii chap. 2 ; p. iL 
chap. 2, JEncyklbpMiet sec. 28 ( Werke^ iv, p. 26 ; v. p. 70 ; vi. p. 64). 

+ Kant (Kritzk deft r. V, Transc, Anal, B. L Abschn. 2 ; Logik, 
sec. 20) admits four forms of the jndgment,~-qiiaiiti1y, quality, relation, 
and modality. The first two hare been admitted above. That of rela- 
tion, tinder which head Kant classes the division of judgments into cate- 
gorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive, is based on a very questionable 
position of the ordinary logic. If, as appears to be the case, hypothetical 
and disjunctive judgments,^ far as they are judgments at aU, are redu- 
cible to categoricals, relation, instead of being a special form of judgment, 
becomes a term equivalent to judgment in general As regards moda- 
lily, it may perhdps be more accurately referred to the matter than to the 
form of the judgment. The only judgments necessary as thoughts are 
those in which the subject logically contains the predicate : the only judg- 
ments impossible as thoughts are those in which the one term contradicts 
the other. These, as analytical judgments, have been above classed 
under the head of conception. AH other judgments, as thmghts^ are 
contingent, and become necessary or impossible only as thoughts about 
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concept, may be regarded as special manifestations of 
the three conditions of thought in general — unity, plu- 
rality, and totality. As one, the judgment possesses 
quality y exhibited in its copula, by which, as a connect- 
ing-link, it is constituted a single act of thought : as 
one out of many possible judgments^ it is limited by its 
predicate ; and as a whole composed ofparts^ it represents 
an object of thought, which, whether it be one individual 
or many, contains in itself the several attributes indi- 
cated by the terms. This relation to an object is ex- 
pressed by the quantity of the judgment, whereby one, 
some, or aU of the members of a class are pointed out 
as an object possessing various attributes and combin- 
ing them into a whole. . • 

The three highest laws of thought are likewise opera- 
tive in the act of judging, as in that of conceiving. 
Thuj may be showfi by ascertaining what are the uni- 
versal conditions under which the judgment, as a thought, 
is possible. Of course we have nothing to do with the 
material conditions under which this or that judgment 
is possible as a fact. The latter conditions are special, 
not general, and apply to this or that particular judg- 
ment in its relation to its objects ; not to all possible 
judgments in their relation to the thinking subject As 

this or that particular object It is not logic nor metaphysics, but geo- 
metry, which tells us that the angles of a triangle mmt be eq^ual to 
two right angles. 

Q 
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&r as the laws of thought are concerned, it is indifferent 
whether we assert that the earth goes round the sun, or 
the sun round the earth ; the latter proposition being 
logically as valid as the former, however iifcompatible 
with the facts of astronomy. The universal conditions 
of the possibility of any judgment as a thought may be 
ascertained by the following question : — Given any con- 
cept A nnder what conditions may another concept B 
be predicable of it? The particular objects signified by 
A and B are supposed to be Tinknown; the question of 
the logical validity of the thought being thus kept free 
from all admixture of material elements. In the first 
place, the concept B must have definite contents : it is 
to be a predicate limiting. A. It is therefore a portion, 
and a portion only, of the universe of possible concepts 
distinct from A. This is expressed. by the law of Ex- 
cluded Middle : "Every concept distintt from A is either 
B or not-B.” In the second place, the concept B must 
contain no attribute logically incompatible with A This 
is expressed by the law of Contradiction. In the third 
place, the concepts A and B, when imited in a judgment, 
must be r^arded as representing one and the same ob- 
ject : that which is A is also B. This is expressed by 
the law of Identity. A in becoming B remains identical 
with itself This apparent paradox of identity in diver- 
sity constituted one of the earliest puzzles in metaphysics, 
and gave rise to a scepticism which, refusing to admit 
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without explanation the laws of thought themselves, 
consistently denied the possibility of uniting two notions 
in a judgment Whether the doubt thus suggested can 
be satisfied by Ontology, is a question which cannot be 
considered at present. In a psychological point of view 
it is sufficient to say that such is the form which thought 
necessarily assumes. The ofi&ce of Psychology is to 
exhibit the laws of thought as they actually exist : it 
cannot undertake to vindicate them, or to explain why 
the human mind is constituted as it is. 

OF EEASONING. 

The third operation of thought, Keasoning, is likewise 
an act of comparison between two concepts ; and only 
differs from judgment in that the two concepts are not 
compared together directly in themselves, but indirectly 
by means of thek mutual relation to a third. As the 
concept furnishes the materials for the act of judging, so 

* Plato, Theoit, p. 201 ; *E7w yh.p a5 i^bKow ixobeiv rtvwv Sn tA fiiv 
olowcpel ffToix^Mj Clip ^yaets re iTvyKelfieOa xal raWa, \byop oix 
yhp Kad* aM ^Kaa-rop dpojmdtrai pjtpop etiy, vpoireiireip 8^ obSkv 
&\\o dvparbp^ 086* u>s (bs o^k fcmv. Sophist, p. 261 : 

yhp dpTihapiodai toptI trpbx^ipov <bs idbyarop rd re iroXXA 8p kuI rb iv 
ToXX^ e&ai, Kal 8ii vov xf^povoip oOk iQvres dyadbv \^eip dpOponrop, dXXd 
rb fibp dyadbp dyaObv, rbp 8b dvOptawov (LvBpwwov, Arist Metaph, vi. 29 ; 

Ms, Simplicius in Arist. Fhys. f. 20 (Scholia ed. Brandis, p. 830) : 
01 8 k ix rijs ’Eper/olas o6tw Hjv dvoplav t*?s \kyei.p firi8kv xarb. 

KarriyopetffBai, dXX* oiJt6 xaB* abrb iKaarop XkyeoBai, Uop 6 
os dpBpuwos Kal rb \evKbp \evKbp (Cf. Zeller, Philosophie der 
Griechen, ii p. 116). 
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the judgment famishes the materials for the act of 
reasoning. The Matter of tiie Syllogism tlius appears in 
the several propositions of which it is composed, and 
which vary in every different instance ; its Form appears 
in the manner in which those propositions are, in the 
act of reasoning, connected together as premises and con- 
clusioa This connection consists in the recognition of 
a relation of identity or contradiction between the terms 
given in the antecedent and those connected by the 
reasoning act itself in the consequent The forms and 
laws of reasoning may thus be ascertained by the fol- 
lowing question: — Given two judgments (no matter 
what may be their material signification), what rela- 
tions must exist between them to warrant us in inferring 
a third judgment as their consequent ? 

In the first place, the premises and the conclusion 
must stand to each other in the relation of condi- 
tion and conditioned. As the predicate of a judgment 
limits and determines the subject, so the premises of a 
syllogism must limit and determine the conclusion. 
LimUation is thus a form of reasoning, as of all think- 
ing, and exhibits, as has 'been shown in the case of 
judgment, the operation of the law of Excluded Middle. 
The conclusion, to be determined, must be one of two 
contradictory possibilities In other words, the premises 
must be so rdated to each other as to necessitate some 
eondusion. If the connection between A and B, as 
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exhibited ia the premises, be such that, as far as those 
premdses are concerned, we are not necessitated to infer 
that A is either B or not*B, there is no determination of 
a conclusion, and consequently no reasoning. 

In the second place, since the concepts A and B are 
not compared together directly, but through the medium 
of a third, it is necessary that this third concept should 
be successively compared with each of the others. This 
comparison results in a relation either of identity or 
contradiction; the subjects of the two concepts being 
pronounced identical whenever the premise is aflSrmative, 
and contradictory whenever it is negative ; and a simi- 
lar relation being conseqjiently inferred to exist be- 
tween the concepts compared together in the conclu- 
sion. Hence the reasoning in all affirmative syllogisms 
is governed by the law of Identity, and in all negative 
syllogisms by thlit of Contradiction. Thus, when we 
reason “All C is (some) B ; all A is (some) C : there- 
fore all A is (some) B the law which determines the 
conclusion is, that whatever is identical with a portion 
of C is identical with a portion of lhat which is identical 
with all 0. Here is the Principle of Identity : “Every 
portion of a concept is identical with itself” Again, 
when we reason “Ho C is (any) B ; aU A is (some) C : 
therefore no A is (any) B;”* the law which determines 

.* In expressing the quality of the predicate in onr propositionB, we 
have adopted the rule laid down by Sir W. Hanulton as the basis of a 
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the conclusion is, that whatever is identical with a poiv 
lion of C cannot he identical with that which is contra- 
dictory to all C. Here is the Principle of Contradiction : 
“No portion of a concept can contradict itself.” The 
Forms which the syllogism exhibits, as exemplifying the 
above laws, are those of mooA and figure, affirmative or 
negative, which show what relations of identity or con- 
tradiction in the premises of a syllogism may legiti- 
mately determine a similar relation in the conclusion. 
Here, again, we see a special exemplification of the three 
general forms of Unity, Plurality, and Totality; the 
middle term, in its twofold capacity of self-identity and 
double comparison, constitu^.ing the syllogism both a 
siugle thought and a whele composed of parts ; while 
the determination of a definite conclusion and the ex- 
clusion of others indicates its limited character as one 
thought out of many.* • ‘ 

The further examination of the syllogistic forms be- 
longs to the province of Logic. Before dismissing this 

new analytic of logical form*» — viz. to state explicitly what is thought im~ 
plicUly, The particrilar instance^ selected, however, only express the 
roles of the ordix^^ry logic, which tell ns that the predicate is distributed 
always in negative propositions, and never in affirmative ; i,e, that it 
is actually thought as universal in the one case and particular in the 
other. 

* In the Kantian logic, which adopts the ordinary classification of 
syllogisms, the categorical syllogisms are referred to a modified form of 
tile laws of identity and contradiction, which Kant treats as one law ; 
while hypothetical syllogisms are regarded as dependent on the principle 
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portion of our subject, however, it may be necessary to 
say a few words in defence of the character which, 
throughout the preceding pages, has been assigned to 
the general lawa of thought ; — ^that of identical judg- 
ments, in which the predicate expresses the same notion 
that is already given in the subject. The reader who 
remembers the contemptuous chapter of Locke on 
Trifling Propositions,* or the equally contemptuous ob- 
servations of Stewart on the Aristotelian Logic, ‘f* may be 
astonished to find these despised propositions elevated 
to the character of laws of mind, and placed at the head 
of all thought^ In truth, however, the position thus 
assigned to them is not only justified by the analysis 
of the act of thought, bul is a necessary consequence 
even of the doctrines of Locke himself Supposing that 
the act of thinking is governed by general laws at all 
(and that it is so* is manifest,.from the inability to con- 
ceive absurdities), such laws can clearly impart nothing 
in the way of instruction or the discovery of new truths. 

of sufficient reason, and disjunotiyes on tl^t of excluded middle. But 
Kant too liastily accepted the ordinary logical classification. If, as I 
believe to be the case, all hypothetical and disjunctive reasonings, so 
far as they are reasonings at all, may be reduced to the categorical 
form, it follows that all syllogismswill depend on the laws of identity and 
contradiction, and, in a subordinate manner, on that of excluded middle. 
The principle of sufficient reason, in its logical form, is, properly speak- 
ing, not a law of thought, but only a statement that all thought must 
be governed by some law or other. 

* Essayy b« iv. chap. viiL 


t ElmmtSy part IL chap. iii. 
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A new truth is in its very nature partial; it is new 
only because it is partial — ^because it is the discovery of 
the particular attributes of some particular thing or class 
of things. In a psychological point of view, the deter- 
mination of the laws of thought (be their character as 
judgments what it may) is as much a new truth as any 
other, being the discovery of a particular fact in the con- 
stitution of the human mind. But when we consider the 
same laws logically, in their application to the products 
of Hiought, how is it possible for any new truth to be 
determined by them ? As general laws they have no 
special relation to this object of thought rather than 
that ; and it is upon such special relations that the dis- 
covery of every new truttf must depend. Material 

* w 

knowledge arises from the observation of differences; 
the essential 'features of laws of thought must be ab- 
straction from aU differences.* A necessary law of all 
thinking, which shall at the same time ascertain the 
definite properties of a definite class of things, is a con- 
tradiction in terms; for it is optional, and therefore 
contingent, whether we shall apply our thoughts to that 
particular class of things oi not. But if all men have 
been thinking, some on this thing, some on that, but all 
under one code of laws, what marvel if, when their 
attention is called to those laws, they should recognise 
them as what they have all along virtually acknow- 
* See Eant, Logik, Eintleitnng, vii. 
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ledged ? Herein lie at once the explanation and the 
justification of the so-called frivolity of principles of 
this kind. They can determine only the general attri- 
butes common to all objects of thought as such ; emd, 
as every object of thought is such from the moment we 
are able to think of it at all, these attributes must con- 
stitute the very identical judgments which logic has been 
so much decried for offering. To this it may be added 
that Locke, who denies the existence of innate ideas, 
and maintains that man cannot by any power of thought 
invent or frame a new simple idea,* is the very last 
philosopher who should have condemned the laws of 
thought as conveying no instruction. For if the prin- 
ciples of pure thought are competent to add anything to 
the matter already given, the act of thought can in so 
far invent or frame a new idea ; and this brings us back 
of necessity to the theory of jnnate ideas. If, on the 
other hand, the reflective faculty can only modify the 
materials already given to it, it follows that identical 
judgments are not mere verbal frivolities, but funda- 
mental laws of the human mind. * 

OP THE ASSOCIATION OF IDEAS. -f 

The laws of thought, properly so called, indicate the 

* Essay f b. i cbaps iL iii. iy. ; b. ii. chap, ii 

t For the history of the doctrine of mental association, on which onr 
limits will not allow ns to enter, the reader is referred once for all to the 
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necessaiy conditions under which one thought suggests 
another, as involved in it d priori, and in its own nature, 
irrespectively of the particular experience of individual 
thinkers. These conditions may be reduced to the two 
relations of Identity and Contradiction ; and the prin- 
ciples in which these relations are expressed may be 
called necessaiy or d, priori Laws of thought as thought. 
* We have now to consider another connection, by virtue 
of which one thought accidentally suggests another, as 
associated with it in the past experience of this or that 
individual thinker. The conditions imder which this 
suggestion most frequently takes place jnay be exhibited 
as the general conditions of the phenomenon usually 

I 

known as the Association of Ideas ; and the laws in 
which these conditions are expressed may be called con- 

c 

tingent or empirical Laws of Thought in its accidental 
relations. The phrase, (mociaiion of ideas, seems to 
be now so completely established in philosophical lan- 
guage, that it is hardly possible to put it aside in favour 
of a more accurate expression; but in retaining it, we 
must, to avoid misiCpprehension, point out that it is 
in many respects defective*. In the first place, the term 

admirable note of Sir William Hamilton, Beid’s Works, p. 889. The 
iUnstrioos writer has triumphantly vindicated the claims of Aristotle 
to be regarded as the earliest, and, even to this day, the most accurate 
and complete expositor of the whole theory, and has supplied some 
interesting facts in its later history from authors almost unknown to 
ordinary readers. 
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asmiaiim expresses only a very lunited portion of the 
phenomena — those, namely, in which the elements as- 
sociated together are consciously distinguished from 
each other, and equally correlative; whereas in many 
of the most important phenomena of this class the com- 
bined elements are so completely fused together that 
the constituent ingredients can with difficulty, if at aU, 
be detected in the compound ; and in others the relation 
is almost entirely on one side — ^the first element sug- 
gesting the second far more strongly than the second 
suggests the first. In the second place, to speak of the 
associated objects as ideas naturally tends to limit the 
relation to modes of cognition, to the exclusion of de- 
sires and feelings. • On t^is account it would be better 
to describe the phenomena in question, in yore general 
language, as those of related modes of conscioumess, — a 
phrase which is mdififerently ‘applicable to equal and 
unequal correlatives, and to all the states of mind which 
are capable of coimection among themselves and with 
each other. 

In one sense, indeed, our whofe consciousness may 
be said to be dependent, not indeed on the association, 
which term implies a previous separate existence of the 
objects associated, but on the coexistence or relation of 

* Sae the criticisms of Beid, Intellectual Powers, Essay iv. chap, 
iv. ; of Sir James Mackintosh, Dissertation (section vi. on Hartley) ; 
and of Sir William Hamilton, Reid’s Works, p. 907. 
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ideas or modes of consciousness to each other. For 
consciousness is only possible as an apprehension of 
differences ; and this apprehension is only possible by 
the simultaneous cognition of the objects distinguished 
from each other. I can perceive, for example, a parti- 
cular colour only by its contrast to some other colour 
or to a surrounding darkness. I can be conscious of a 
state of pleasure or pain only by its contrast to some 
other mental state preceding it ; and this contrast 
implies a juxtaposition of the two states at the moment 
of the transition from one to the other. Consciousness 
is only realised under the condition of space or time ; 
and space and time can only be discerned by means 
of the relation between, objects contiguous in the one 
or successive in the other. These general relations, as 
the conditions of all consciousness, have been already 
noticed in the preceding 'pages, and heed not be again 
examined here. 

Nor yet is it necessary to dwell on those special 
rdations which are necessary to the existence of any 
particular mode of consciousness as such, and do not 

C 

merely regulate its subsequent reproduction. Our com- 

* 

pUx ideas, as they are called (and all ideas are in some 
degree complex), are instances of this class of relations. 
My perception of a horse, for example, is compounded 
of a certain colour, shape, and arrangement of parts, — 
all of which are simultaneously presented to the eye, and 
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form the conditions of my cognition of the horse as such. 
This, again, is not a case of suggestion or association, 
since none of the ideas thus given in combination can be 
regarded as the cause or antecedent condition of the rest. 

Nor, again, should we include under the head of 
association the logical consequence of one notion from 
another, — a consequence intrinsic and essential to the 
thoughts themselves, and not dependent on the expe- 
rience of a particular thinker. These consequences are 
all reducible to the relations of identity and contradic- 
tion, and imply, not the suggestion of one notion by 
another, but the gnalysis of a notion already given into 
the parts which it implicitly contains, and which are 

virtually given along with-it. Under this class will 

• • 

come those relations which Sir William Hamilton has 
specified as logical or objective trains of thought, — in 
which “thoughts, •though demoted by a single and 
separate expression, implicitly contain a second ; which 
second the process of thinking explicates, but does not 
determine to succeed.”* Such is the case with all terms 
which, in their signification, are essentially relative to 
each other. The thought of sP parent is relative to that 
of a child ; that of a greater to a less ; that of a cause 
to an effect But then the term parent^ in itself, means 
parent of a child ; the term greater means greater than 
a less ; the term cause means cause of an effect Hence, 
* Reid's WorJea^ p. 911. 
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as Sir W. Hamilton observes, it is improper to say of such 
terms that they are associated or mutually sfuggestive, since 
the thought of both is alreadygiven in the thought of each. 

These being discarded, there remain to be considered 
those relations of thought urhich, in the language of Sir 
W. Hamilton, are distinguished as indicating a psycholo- 
gical or svijedive consecution, — a connection, that is to 
say, established between two phenomena of conscious- 
ness, owing to some accidental juxtaposition in the mind 
of the person connecting them. Phenomena of this class 
belong entirely to the Eeproductive or Eepresentative 
Consciousness ; for, though the suggesting antecedent 
may be an intuition presented from without, the suggested 
consequent, not being given with it, is called up by the 
action of the mind itseK; and thus the connection be- 
tween the two is an act of Kepresentation or Thought 
The phenomena of Association, in this limited sense, may 
be comprehended under two principal classes : — 1. Those 
of Direct Eemembrance or Memory, in which the occur- 
rence of any mode of consciousness at a certain time 
suggests the fact of the same mode having been experi- 
enced at a previous time. * 2. Those of Indirect Bemem- 
brance or Bfeminiscence, in which the occurrence of any 
mode of consciousness at a particular time suggests the 
recollection of a different mode of consciousness, which 
at some previous time was experienced along with it. 
Hence arise the two general laws distinguished by Sir 
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W. Hamilton* as those of Bepetition and Bedintegtation ; 
namely, ThougMs coidentical in modification, hd dificring 
in ti/me, tend to mgged each other : and, Thovghts once co- 
identical in time, are, however different as mental modes, 
again suggestive of each other, and that in the mutual order 
which they originally held. The first of these laws must 
be extended to include not merely total identity of the 
mental modification, but also that partial identity which is 
the basis of resemblance or analogy. Thus, for example, 
I may see a man, and recognise bitn as the same person 
whom I met a few days ago. Here there is a complete 
idehtity of two jnental modifications, differing only in 
point of time, as earlier and later. But again, I may see, 
not the man himself, but JWs portrait, and this may re- 
mind me of the original. Here there is a partial identity 
of the mental modifications ; the man and the picture 
being in certain features the same, however different in 
other respects. Or again, the metaphorical use of the 
term man, as applied to the figures on a chess-board, or 
to the cairn on the top of a mountain, may suggest the 
object from which the metaphor* was derived. Here, 

however little there may be*of visible resemblance be- 

% 

* Reid’s WorJcSf p. 912. The latter of these laws has been usually 
regarded by modem philosophers as the sole general law of association. 
See, for example, Hobbes, Levwthan^ chap. iii. ; Leibnitz, Nomeaux 
EsaaiSf 1. ii. chap., xxxiii. ; Mill, Analysis qf the Hvman Mvnd^ chap, 
iii The former law may perhaps have been hinted at by Aristotle, but 
its distinct recognition and enunciation are due to Sir W. Hamilton. 
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tween the objects, there is still one point in which the7 
ate identical — ^namely, that both are denoted by the same 
word.* The second law is of still wider application. 
Not only homogeneous modes of consciousness, — ^two 
c(^nitions, two feelings, two desires, — but heterogeneous 
modes, — a cognition and a feeling, or a feeling and a 
desire which have at any past time been associated to- 
gether, — ^may on future occasions mutually suggest each 
other. The sight of a place may recall to mind an event 
which has taken place there, and the feeling of joy or 
sorrow which that event occasioned to ourselves.’f* The 

* In some cases tlie association may depend on mere identity of name, 
without any other point of similarity or analogy. Thus Alexander the 
Great may suggest Alexander the Coppersmith. On the influence of Ian 
guage as a principle of association, see Hobbes, Human Nature^ chap. y. ; 
Stewart, Elements, chap. v. part i. sect 2 ; Mill, Analysis of the Human 
Mind, chap, iii N ot only identity of names, but even of letters, is noticed 
by Stewart, as in the case of ide^ in poetry suggested by alliteration. 

t This is beautifully described by Shelley in a passage from which 
we can only quote a small portion ; — 

** You are not here ! the quaint witch Memory sees 
In vacant chairs your absent images, 

And points where once you sat, and now should be. 

But are not — rdemand if ever we 

Shall meet as then we niet ; — and she replies. 

Veiling in awe her second-sighted eyes, — 

* I Itaow the past alone — ^but summon home 
My sister Hope, she speaks of all to come.* 

But I, an old diviner, who know well 
Every false verse of that sweet oracle, 

Turned to the sad enchantress once again, 

And sought a respite from my gentle paiii. 

In acting every passage o’er and o’er 
Of our communion.” 
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sight of the surgeon who has performed a painful opera- 
tion upon us may recall vividly an image of the agony 
which we suffered at his hands, and create a feeling of 
dislike at his presenca* The food which we have tasted 
during illness, or the syrup in which a bitter medicine 
was administered, may ever afterwards convey to the 
mind an impression, in some cases almost amounting 
to an actual repetition of the suffering which we felt, 
or the bitterness which we tasted.^ 

But the above laws, being the most universal prin- 
ciples of association in general, are not sufficient to 
account for the special instances included under each. 
They explain why certain associations of ideas may take 
place ; but they do not tell us why this particular asso- 
ciation actually takes place in preference to others of the 
same kind. Any two modes of consciousness which have 
once been coexistent in experience have a tendency to 
suggest one another ; but this does not explain why the 
tendency is realised in certain instances and not in others. 
To account for these special phenomena, we must have 
recourse to a third law, that of Preference. Thoughts 
cure sfwggested^ not merely hy f^ee of the general sfuibjective 
relation subsisting between themselves; they are also sug- 
gested in proportion to the rdalion of irUerest {from whai- 

* See the anecdote narrated by Locke, Essay ^ b. ii. chap, xzxiii 
sec. 14. 

t See the instance mentioned by Yiyes, quoted by Sir W. Hamil* 
ton, Eeid*8 Worhs^ p, 898. 

H 
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t/m tomei) in which these stand to the individual mind,* 
The grounds of this predominant interest may be of 
various kinds. Sometimes the frequent occurrence of 
certain experiences may impress the association which 
they convey indelibly on the mind, and serve to recall it 
on the slightest occasion. At other times the intensity 
of the feeling connected with the occurrence may atone 
for its comparative rarity, and an event which has 
occurred but once in a lifetime may haunt the memory 
incessantly during the reminder of our existence. In 
some instances, in which the repetition is frequent and 
the suggested consequent of greater practical importance 
than the antecedent which suggested it, the latter dis- 
appears entirely from the consciousness, and the result 

of association becomes transformed apparently into that 
» 

of immediate apprehensioa A striking instance is fur- 
nished by those phenomena of the senses which have 
been already described under the name of Acquired Per- 
ceptions ; such as the apprehension of the distance and 
unity of objects by the eye, in which the immediate and 
proper objects of sight, the rays in contact with the two 
retinae, have been dropped^out of consciousness, and the 
distant luminous body is to all appearance directly 
visible. Something similar to this may be observed in 
less familiar instances, in which We are conscious of the 
existence of a train of suggested thoughts remotely con- 
* Sir W. Hamilton, Reid’s Works, p. 918. 
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nected with each other, hut overlook the iutemiediate 
and less important links. Such, for example, is the 
often -quoted instance mentioned by Hobbes.* “In a 
discourse of our present civil war, what could seem more 
impertinent than to ask, as one did, what was the value 
of a Eoman peimy ? Yet the coherence to me was mani- 
fest enougL For the thought of the war introduced the 
thought of the delivering up the king to his enemies ; 
the thought of that brought in the thought of the deliver- 
ing u^ of Christ ; and that again the thought of the 
thirty pence which was the price of that treason.” It is 
probable, as Stewart has remarked upon this passage, "f* 
that had the speaker himself been interrogated about the 
connection of his ideas, hp would have found himself at 
first at a loss for an answer. , 

The three above-mentioned laws, of repetition, redin- 
tegration, and pfeference, will, in many cases, act in 
combination with each other ; ideas, once associated by 
similarity, being afterwards further connected by the 
fact of that juxtaposition, and acquiring a preferential 

claim by the frequency of the recurrence. Thus the 

• 

sight of the picture of a man may suggest the original ; 
and afterwards the thought of the man may suggest the 
thought of his picture, as having been seen at a former 
time in connection with it. Here the elements of simi- 
larity and diversity are combined together in the same 
* LeviaQum, part i. chap, iii t Memenia, part ii chap, ii 
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association, as identical modifications of thought at 
diverse times, and again as diverse modifications of 
thought at the same time.* To the first two laws may 
also be reduced the four heads of association enume- 
rated by Aristotle — ^viz. Proximity in Time, Similarity, 
Contrast, and Coadjacence.'f- 

The phenomena of mental association, if in modem 
times they have been too much neglected by some 
philosophers, have unquestionably been exalted to an 
extravagant degree of importance by others. If Locke, 
on the one hand, appeals to this principle chiefly to ex- 
plain some extravagances and prejudice's of individual 
minds, later writers have, on the other hand, made far 

t 

more than sufficient amenijs, by attributing to the power 
of association results which it is utterly incapable of 
producing or explaining. According to Hartley and his 

^ * An ingenions, thongh quaint illustration of this is given by Cole- 

ridge, Biographia JAUraria^ cbap. vii. — “Seeing a mackerel, it^may 
happen that I immediately think of gooseberries, because 1 at the same 
time ate mackerel with gooseberries as the sauce. The first syllable of 
the latter word being that which had coexisted with the image of the 
bird so called, I may then think of a goose. In the next moment the 
image of a swafi may arise before me, though 1 had never seen the two 
birds together. ^In the first two instances I am conscious that their 
coexistence in time was the circumstance that enabled me to recollect 
them ; and equally conscious am I that the latter was recalled to me by 
the joint operation of likeness and contrast So it is with cause and 
effect ; so too with order.*’ 

t See Sir W. Hamilton’s note, Beid’s W&rlcSy p. 899, where the classi- 
fication of Aristotle is examined and compared with those of Hume and 
others. 
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follower Priestley, “Hot only all our intellectual plea- 
sures and pains, but all the phenomena of memory, 
imagination, volition, reasoning, and every other mental 
affection and operation, are only different modes or 
cases of the association of ideas ; so that nothmg is 
requisite to make any man whatever he is, but a sen- 
tient principle, with this single property.” * In a like 
spirit, Sir James Mackintosh, in language in which some 
allowance must perhaps be made for the rhetoric of a 
public lecture, affirmed that the law of association was 
the basis of all true psychology ; and that Hartley, by 
his exposition o£ this principle, stood in the same rela- 
tion to Hobbes as Newton to Kepler ; the law of asso- 
ciation being that to tl^e mind which gravitation is 
to matter.*!* Condillac, a few years before^Hartley, had 
testified to the same effect, asserting that all the opera- 
tions of the min(f are engendered from perception alone, 
and that the investigation of this process was of more 
value than all the rules of the logicians. J Accordingly, 

* See Priestley, Hartley's Theory^ Introductory Essays, p. xxiv. 

t Lecture delivered at Lincoln’s Jnn ; quoted by Coleridge, Biogra- 
phia LUeraria, chap, v. In his dissertation, Sir James’s judgment of 
Hartley is more discriminating. ^ 

t Origins des Connaissances Humaines, section seconde. This work 
was published about three years before Hartley’s ObservcUions on Man, 
The theory of the latter, however, seems to have been formed independ- 
ently, und is far more complete and elaborate, as regards association, 
than that of the former. Some remarks in comparison of the two will 
be found in Sir James Mackintosh’s Dissertation, section vi. 
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in Harfcle3r’s theory, as well as in that of Condillac, not 
only our desires and affections, and the phenomena of 
memoiy and imagination, but even the universal laws 
of thought, and the necessary principles of mathematical 
reasoning, and the immutable judgments of the moral 
faculty, and the self-determinations of the will, are de- 
rived with equal readiness from this prolific law acting 
on the material furnished by the senses. Association 
in Psychology becomes, like the adverb in Grammar, 
entitled to the appellation of the universal recipient, in 
which is swallowed up every mode of consciousness, 
and every faculty of the mind.* That the foundation 
is not always able to bear the weight of superstructure 
placed upon it, may be suspected at the outset from 
the amount of transformation which, in the systems of 
Condillac and Hartley, the sensible materials have to 
imdergo during the process of association, and of asso- 
ciation only. like “ compound medicines,” to use the 
simile of Hartley himself, “the several tastes and 
flavours of the separate ingredients are lost and over- 
powered by the complex one of the whole mass; so 
that this has a taste and* flavour of its own, which 
appears to be simple and original, and like that of a 
natural body.”f Thus the sensation of bodily pain 

* ** Adverbium Stoici vaifBiKTiejiv vocant; nam omnia in so capit, 
quasi collata per satyram concessa sibi rerum varia potestate” {Ohariaii 
Ara QrammaUca^ lib. ii De Adverbio). * ^ 

t Hartley, ObaerwUMna on Man, prop. xii. cor. 1. 
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becomes by association the emotion of fear; the pleasure 
of sacking, and other sensible enjoyments bestowed by 
the same person, become the affection of the child for 
its mother ; and the restraint imposed upon actions by 
prohibition and punishment is gradually metamorphosed 
into the ideas of right, wrong, and obligation. The ad- 
vocates of this kind of mental chemistry appear to have 
overlooked the fact that ideas have not, like chemical 
substances, a distinct existence and properties of their 
own, but exist and operate only as modes of the con- 
scious mind. Consequently, the changes effected, even 
granting in aU gases the assumed affiliation of conse- 
quent on antecedent, must be due to a transforming 
power or natural faculty^ of j;he mind itself, not to a 
mere working of sensible impressions in combination 
with each other. But this admission amounts to a con- 
fession that sensMion is not the source of the derived 
ideas, but only furnishes the occasion on which the mind 
exercises a power of its own, thereby framing additional 
ideas, or elements of ideas, which sensation does not con- 
tain and cannot supply. To this ft must be added, that 
the power of associating ideas at aU implies a conscious- 
ness of their difference from, and mutual relation to, each 
other ; and that thus association presupposes thought, 
instead of thought being the offspring of association.* 

* In the above remarks we have considered Hartley's system only 
with reference to the doctrine of association, omitting the mechanical 
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Bat the failure of Hartley’s theory is most coospicuous 
in reference to the phenomena which we have next to 
consider, — ^the existence, namely, in consciousness of 
neeeesary troths. 


OF NECESSAET TEITTHS, 

It is a fact of consciousness to which all experience 
bears witness, and which it is the duty of the philosopher 
to admit and account for, instead of disguising or muti- 
lating it to suit the demands of a system, that there are 
certain truths, which, when once acquired, no matter 
how, it is impossible, by any effort of *thought, to con- 
ceive as reversed or reveipible. Such, to take the 
simplest instances; are the truths of arithmetic and 
geometry. By no possible effort of thought can we 
conceive that twice two can make any other number 
than four, or that two straight lines can inclose a space, 
or that the angles of a triangle can be greater or less 
than two right angles ; nor yet can we conceive it pos- 
sible that, by any future change in the constitution of 
things, even by an exertion of Omnipotence, these facts 
can hereafter become other than they are, or that they 
are otherwise in any remote part of the universe. It is 
this characteristic of a certain class of judgments which 

hypothesis of yibrationsi on which that doctrine is founded. A valnable 
criticism of the whole theory will be found in Coleridge’s Biographia 
LUeraria, chaps. vL and yii. 
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the theory of association altogether £uls to explain; for 
it does not appear in those instances in which, according 
to that theory, we ought to expect it. Probably no man, 
even of those acquainted with geometry, reads Euclid 
every day ; and many pass several days together with- 
out thinking of mathematical relations at aU. Conse- 
quently, the conviction that day and night must suc- 
ceed one another once in every twenty-four hoiurs, ought, 
as far as it depends on association, to be more fixed and 
certain than that the angles of a triangle are equal to 
two right angles, or that seventeen and eight make 
twenty-five. Whereas, in point of feet, while the two 
latter propositions are conceived as possessing an eternal 
and absolute necessity, w];iich.no exertion of power can 
change,* the former is regarded as one out of many pos- 
sible arrangements, which has no other necessity than 
the will of the CAator, whichr might be changed at any 
moment by an exertion of the same will that produced 
it, which does not hold good in other parts of the uni- 

* Le Clerc {Logica, p. ii. cap. iii.) eaters into a defence of the 
canons of logic against certain theologians who maintained that the 
Divine power could make two contradictory judgments simultaneously 
true. But even this intrepid assertion of apparent abSurdity does not 
amount to maintaining that toe can ameeive such an exertion of power ; 
and this is ail with which, as psychologist we are concerned. So 
Descartes maintained that mathematical relations are dependent on the 
will of God, while admitting that we cannot conceive them as capable 
of being other than they are. (See Seyxmaio ad Sextos OtycoHmes, and 
eonbra, Malebranche, Beckerchs, 8tme ^laircissnnent.) 
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verse, nor even in certain regions of our own globe. 
Again, on the theory of association, our conviction of the 
truth of mathematical propositions should be more cer- 
tain in proportion to the number of instances in which 
we have seen them verified. That two and two make 
four, or that two straight lines do not inclose a space, 
should be admitted at first with doubt and hesitation, 
a^d asserted with more confidence as our experience of 
its truth increasea Here, again, the fact is at variance 
with the theory. A single enunciation of an axiom, or 
a single demonstration of a theorem, in mathematics, is 
as valid as a thousand ; and the conviction once gained 

is gained with an absolute certainty which no subse- 

1 

quent evidence can increase. 

The judgments which appear to possess this char- 
acter of absolute necessity in thought, which no theory 
of mere association can explain, may be classified under 
the following four heads. — 1. Logical Judgments, in 
which the predicate is identical with the whole or a part 
of the attributes comprehended in the subject ; as that 
every triangle must have three angles, that the sums of 
equal things must be themselves equal, or that all men 
must be animals. 2. Mathematical Judgments, which 
express a necessary relation between two distinct notions 
concerning quantity, continuous or discrete ; as that two 
straight lines cannot inclose a space, that the angles of 
every triangle must be equal to two right angles, or that 
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seven and’five must make twelve. 3. Moral Judgments, 
which state the immutable obligation of certain laws of 
conduct, whether actually observed in practice or not ; 
as that ingratitude or treachery must at all times and 
in all persons be worthy of condemnation. 4. Meta- 
physical Judgments, expressing an apparently necessary 
relation between the known and the unknown, between 
the sensible phenomenon and the supersensible reality ; 
as that every attribute belongs to some substance, and 
that every change is brought about by some cause. The 
necessity in aU these four classes of judgments is essen- 
tially different fipm that manifestation of the laws of 
nature which is sometimes distinguished by the name 
of physical necessity. The*laj?s of i;ature, if by nutiwe 
is meant unconscious agents only, express nothing more 
than an observed fact in its highest generalisation ; and 
of that fact we cftn only say ihat it is so, and that it 
might have been otherwise. This is the case even with 
those phenomena whose relations may be exhibited by 
mathematical formulae; for though the mathematical 
portion of the reasoning may have 'an & ‘priori necessity, 
its application to the facts in* question is empirical, and, 
as far as thought is concerned, contingent, ^hus, that a 
body in motion, attracted by a force varying inversely as 
the square of the distance, will describe a conic section, 
is a matter of demonstration ; but that the earth is such 
a body, acted upon by a force of this description, is a 
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matter of fact, wMch might have been otherwise had 
the Creator been pleased so to appoint. Necessity is 
the result of law; and law implies an agent whose 
working is regulated thereby.* But it is a law only to 
that which works under it : to an observer, who sees the 
results of the law without being subject to its influence, 
it is no more than a fact of experience. The laws of 
nature may be a sufficient reason why certain pheno- 
mena must take place in a certain way ; but they furnish 
no reason at all why I must think so. As it is optional 
with me to study the phenomena in question, it is 
optional with me to become acquainted with their laws; 
and 1 can become acquainted with them as facts only. 
To know a law as .such, I.must know it as an obligation 
binding upon myseK as a thinker ; and this alone can 
give rise to a necessity of thought. When I speak of 
the alternations of day and night as cdinsequent on a law 
of nature, I mean no more than that the alternations 
have invariably been observed to take place ; and when 
I resolve such alternations into the law of the earth’s 
rotation, I mean only that the earth does revolve on her 
axis once in twenty-four llours. My helief in the con- 
tinuance of* the observed order of natural phenomena 
may be perhaps explained by some law of my mental 

* ** All things^that are have some operation not violent or casual. 
That which doth assign unto each thing the kind, that which doth moder- 
ate the force und power, that which doth appoint the form and measure, 
of working, the same we term a law ” (Hooker, E, P, i 2). 
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constitution ; but, as thus explained, it is a law of mind 
and not of letter. 

Of the four classes of judgments above distinguished 
as necessary in thought, the first, or Logical Judgments, 
do not require much explanation. Any notion, how- 
ever empirical in its origin, must, when once acquired, 
be analysed in accordance with the general laws of 
thought ; and the result will exhibit that formal neces- 
sity which implies no more than the harmony of a 
thought with itself Judgments of this character, affirm- 
ative and negative, are only particular instances of the 
two great laws of. Identity and Contradiction, and have 
been already sufficiently explained in our previous 
remarks on the operations and^ laws pf thought. Thus 
the axiom, that the sums of equal things are equal, may 
be expressed, representing the first pair of equals by A, 
and the second by B, in the form of the identical judg- 
ment, A + B = A -b B. The analysis of a complex notion 
into its constituent parts, as in the assertion that aU 
men are animals, or that every triangle has three angles, 
is only a special application of the identical judgment 
"A is A;” or, “any particular specimen of a class has 
the general attributes of the class to which it belongs.” 

Mathematical Judgments may be divided into two 
kinds, — indemonstrable or axiomatic judgments, whose 
necessity is self-evident ; and demonstrable judgments, 
whose necessity depends on some previous assumption. 
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The necessity of the latter is derived from that of the 
former, so that the indemonstrable judgments alone 
require a special examination. Under this class are 
comprehended the axioms of geometry, properly so 
called * — viz. the original assumptions concerning mag- 
nitudes in space as such, and the propositions belonging 
to the fundamental operations of arithmetic — addition 
and subtraction.*!- The necessity of these judgments 
results from the existence in the mind of the it priori 
forms of intuition — Space and Time. The axioms of 
geometry are self-evident statements concerning magni- 
tudes in space ; such as that two straight lines cannot 
inclose a space. Their self-evidence or necessity is to 
be explained by tlve circupistance that the presented in- 
tuition, as well as the representative thought, is derived 
from within, not from without. For geometrical propo- 
sitions are primarily necessary, not as*^truths relating to 
objects without the mind, but as thoughts relating to 

* Under this head are included the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 
axioms^ as they are called in the modem editions of Euclid (poatulcUea 
is Euclid’s own tenn), with several other geometrical assumptions em- 
ployed in the subsequent demonstrations, though not distinctly ex- 
pressed. The remaining aacioma of the modem editions (the common 
mtims of Euclid himself) are logical, not geometrical principles, and 
depend solely on the laws of thought 

t ** Though in some things, as in numbers, besides adding and sub- 
tracting, men name other operations, as multiplying and dividing, yet 
are they the same ; for multiplication is but adding together of things 
equal ; and division but subtracting of one thing as often as we can ” 
(Hobbes, Leviathan, p. i. chap. 5). 
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objects within : their necessity, as regards real objects, 
is only secondary and hypothetical. If there exist any- 
where in the world two perfect straight lines, those lines 
cannot inclose a space ; but if such lines exist nowhere 
but in my imagination, it is equally true that I cannot 
think of them as invested with the contrary attribute. 
This necessity of thought is dependent on a correspond- 
ing necessity of intuition. The object of which pure 
geometry treats is not dependent on sensation, but sen- 
sation on it : it is a condition under which alone sensible 
experience is possible ; and therefore its characteristics 
must accompany all our thoughts concerning any pos- 
sible object of such experience ; for, however much we 
may abstract from the attributes of this or that parti- 
cular phenomenon of experience, we are clearly incom- 

» 

patent to deprive it of those conditions under which 
alone, from the constitution of our minds, experience 
itself is possible. We can perceive only as we are per- 
mitted by the laws of our perceptive faculties, as we can 
think only in accordance with the laws of the under- 
standing. If, then, by a law of my perceptive faculty, 
I am compelled to regard all dbjects as existing in space, 
the attributes which are once presented td me as the 
properties of a given portion of space, such as the pair 
of straight lines now present to my sight or imagination, 
must'necessarily be thought as existing in all space and 
at all times. For to imagine a portion of space in which 
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such properties are not found, would not be to imagine 
merely a different combination of sensible phenomena, 
such as continually takes place without euay change in 
the laws of sensibility : — ^it would be to imagine myself 
as perceiving under other conditions than those to which, 
by a law of my being, I am subjected. But a condition, 
though potentially existing in the original constitution 
of the mind, is actually manifested only in conjunction 
with that of which it is the condition. Space, therefore, 
and its laws, are first made known to consciousness on 
the occasion of an actual phenomenon of sense. Hence 
the twofold character of geometrical principles : empiri- 
cal, as suggested in and through an act of experience ; 
necessary, as relating to the conditions under which 
alone such experience is possible to human faculties. 

Arithmetic is related to Time as Geometry to Space ; 
and the necessity of its propositions cnay be explained 
upon similar principles. The two sciences, however, 
present some important features of distinction. Most of 
the propositions of geometry are deductive : it contains 
very few axioms, properly so called, and its processes 
consist in the demonstratioii of a multitude of dependent 
propositions'^firom the combination of these axioms with 
certain logical principles of thought in general On the 
other hand, the fundamental operations of arithmetic, — 
addition and subtraction, — ^present to us a vast nuinber 
of independent judgments, every one of which is derived 
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immediately from intuition, and cannot, by any reason- 
ing process, be d.eduoed from any of the preceding ones.* 
Pure geometry cannot advance a step without demon- 
stration, and its processes are therefore all reducible to 
the syllogistic form. Pure arithmetic contains no demon- 
stration ; and it is only when its calculus is applied to 
the solution of particular problems that reasoning takes 
place, and the laws of the syllogism become applicable. 
It is not reasoning which teUs us that two and two 
make four ; nor, when we have gained this proposition, 
can we in any way deduce from it that two and four 
niake six. We must have recourse, in each separate 
case, to the senses or the imagination, and by counting 
up an individual succession*c(jrrespo^ding to each term, 
intuitively perceive , the resulting sum. The intuition 
thus serves nearly the same purpose as the figure in a 
geometrical demonstration ; with the exception, that in 
the latter case the construction is adopted to furnish 
premises to a proposed conclusion ; while in the former 
it gives us a judgment which we have no immediate in- 
tention of applying to any further'Use. 

The intuition in the case of arithmetic is furnished 
by the consciousness of successive states *of our own 

* Subtraction may be demonstrated from addition, if all the results of 
the latter are supposed to be given, or vice versd ; though it is simpler to 
regard subtraction as an independent process of demmeratiorif as is done 
by Condillac, longue des CalcuUf chap. i. But no result of either can 
be derived from a preceding result of the same operation. 
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minds. Setting aside all other characteristics of those 
states, save that of their succession in time, we have the 
immediate consciousness of om, two, three, four, etc. A 
purely natural arithmetic would consist in carrying on 
this series, with no other relation between its members 
but that of succession, imtil the memory became unable 
to continue the process. The artificial methods by 
which calculation is facilitated and extended, such as 
that of a scale of notation, in which the series recom- 
mences after a certain number of members, vastly in- 
cioase the utility of the calculus, but do not affect its 
psychological basis. To construct the science of arith- 
metic in all its essential features, it is only necesseiry 
that we should be conscious of a succession in time, 
and should be able to give names to the several mem- 
bers of the series ; and since in every act of conscious- 
ness we are subject to the condition 'of succession, it is 
impossible in any form of consciousness to represent 
to ourselves the facts of arithmetic as other than they 
are. 

The necessity of propositions in geometry and arith- 
metic is thus derived from" their relation to the universal 
forms of intuition — Space and Time. We can suppose 
the possibility of beings existing whose consciousness 
has no relation to space or time at alL This is no more 
than to admit the possible existence of intelligent beings 
otherwise constituted than ourselves, and consequently 
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incomprehensible by us. But to suppose the existence 
of geometrical figures or arithmetical numbers such as 
those with which we are now acquainted, is to suppose 
the existence of space and time as we are now conscious 
of them, and therefore relatively to beings whose mental 
constitution is so far similar to our own. Such a sup- 
position necessarily carries with it all the mathematical 
relations in which space and time, as given to us, are 
necessarily thought. For mathematical judgments strictly 
relate only to objects of thought as existing in my mind, 
not to distinct realities existing in relation to my mind. 
They therefore ipply no other existence than that of a 
thinking subject, modified in a certain manner. Destroy 
this subject, or change its ‘n^pdificatjon, and we cannot 
say, as in other cases, that the object may possibly exist 
still without the subject, or may exist in a new relation 
to a new subject; for the object exists only in and 
through that particular modification of the subject, and, 
on any other supposition, is annihilated altogether. Thus 
it is impossible to suppose that a triangle can, in relation 
to any intelligence whatever, havd its angles greater or 
less than two right angles, or^hat two and two should not 
be equal to four ; though it is quite possible to suppose 
the existence of intelligent beings destitute of the idea of 
. a triangle or of the number two. This is necessary mcUter 
in the strict sense of the term ; a relation which our 
minds are incapable of reversing, not merely positively. 
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in our own acts of thought, but also negatively, by sup- 
posing others who can do so. 

A somewhat similar consideration will explain the 
necessity of Moral Judgments also. The fact of duty, 
whether in conformity or not with an absolute standard 
of morality, is in each case intuitively presented to me 
as an act in relation to a law of whose obligation on 
myself I am immediately conscious. It thus essentially 
differs from the phenomena of external nature, whose 
laws I do not intuitively perceive, but only infer them 
from the observed recurrence of certain facts. The 
moral sense, like the intuitions of spacer and time, is thus 
an J jwion condition of my mind, not determined by 
experience as it i,s, but /ieWrmining beforehand what 
experience ought to be; and, though manifested in 
consciousness on the occasion of experience, does not 
arise from experience as a fact, but is^ven by nature as 
a law, which, like other natural gifts, grows with our 
growth, and develops itself in a certain way, whatever 
may be the experience to which it is subjected. Its 
nature, like that of the tree, cannot be changed by the 
soil in which it is plante'd, though its growth may be 
advanced cfr stunted by this or other accidental cir- 
cumstances.* But the immediate consciousness of law 

* Arist. Mh* Kic, vi. 11. koX (pvciKh doKel ehcu, ravraf koX 

ijJh oifdels, yvtbfirpf 8* 8 x^lp Kal ml povp, 5’ Hri ml 

Tcus ijXtKlais ol6fi€da dKoKovBuPf ml ijde ij ijXLKla povp ypd/JLtfPf ibs 

. r^s ^ikrews alrlas o8cnjs. 
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canieB with it a conscionsness of necessity and inuun- 
tability in relation to the agent who is subject to it. 
For to suppose the law reversed in relation to myself, 
to suppose that it can ever become my duty to do, 
what it is now my duty to forbear, is to suppose my 
whole mental constitution to be reversed, my person- 
ality still remaining unchanged; a supposition which 
destroys itself; since my present mental constitution is 
included in the idea of my personality. Hence I caimot 
conceive myself as subjected to a different law of moral 
obligation from that of which I am conscious ; nor yet 
can I conceive other beings so subjected ; for I can only 
conceive l:heir obligations at all by regarding their 

t 

mental constitution in thjs respect as identical with my 
own. But I have no difficulty in supposing the existence 
of creatures who have no conception of duty at all 
(though even in 1;his case I tannot distinctly conceive 
the nature of their consciousness) ; just as I can suppose 
the existence of creatures who have no conception of 
mathematical relations ; and such a supposition is 
indeed actually made with regard* to the lower animals. 

This explanation is sufficient to account for the necessary 

■ 

character of morality, regarded as a subjective obligation 
of the personal conscience. Its objective character, as 
indicating a standard above conscience, belongs to another 
branch of metaphysical inquiry. 

The Principles of Substance and Causality likewise 
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depend for their necessity as thoughts on a previous 
necessity of intuition; but^ in relation to both, it is 
requisite to distinguish between the necessary thought 
itself and the accidental associations by which it is 
accompanied. As regards material substances, for ex- 
ample, what do we mean when we say that extension, 
figure, colour, hardness, etc., are the attributes of some- 
thmg extended, figured, coloured, hard, etc. ? Are we 
compelled to think that, besides the sensible qualities, 
there exists a distinct imperceptible thing to which 
those qualities belong; or can the language which 
apparently conveys this meaning be eocplained in any 
other sense ? We are not now inquiring into the real 
existence of this supposed substratum; which is a 
question of 0.ntology, not of Psychology : we are only 
asking. Do we, as a mental fact, really suppose it to 
exist : and, if so, how can that supposi{ion be accounted 
for ? Are we, as a matter of fact, compelled to think 
that, besides the properties which we perceive by the 
senses, there exists also an insensible substratum, in 
which they inhere, to use the simile of Coleridge,* like 
pins sticking in a pin-cushion and hiding it ? Conscious- 

r 

ness surely tells us nothing of the kind ; but what it 
does tell us is sufficient to explain how its testimony 
has been thus perverted. In the first place, it tells us 
that no sensible quality can be perceived or conceived 
* Aida to B^flecUont Conclusion, 
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by itself; but that each is necessarily accompanied by 
an intellectual apprehension of its relation to space, as 
occupying it and contained in it Colour cannot be 
perceived without extension; nor extension without 
solidity ; and solidity is not a single attribute, but in- 
cludes in its comprehension the three special dimensions 
of length, breadth, and thickness. In the second place, 
it tells us that all sensitive perception is a relation 
between seK and not-self; that all sensible objects are 
apprehended as occupying space, and thus as distinct 
from the apprehending mind, whether distinct or not 
from the bodily .organism. Every attribute is thus in- 
tuitively perceived, and consequently is also reflectively 
conceived, as accompanied* by other attributes, and as 
constituting, in conjunction with those attributes, a lum- 
ego or sensible thing : but of an insensible substratum 
consciousness telis us, and can tell us, nothing ; nor do 
we feel any necessity of believing in its existence, when 
the question is distinctly put before us, disentangled 
from its usual associations. 

But does not the use of language, it may be asked, 
imply a real, though perhap% a confused, consciousness 
of something more than this? Does not ’the name of 
each attribute separately denote relation, not merely to 
other attributes, but to a substance ? Does not extension 
imply a thing extended, and colour a thing coloured, not 
jnerely a coloured extension or an extended colour? 



264 


METAPHYSICS. 


■Whiat’, in short, is the difference denoted by the use of 
abstract and concrete terms, except that qualities are 
universally apprehended as really inhering in a subject, 
though logically distinguishable from it? An explana- 
tion of this may, we think, be furnished, partly by a fact 
of the sensitive consciousness, and partly by an associa- 
tion derived from another source. The fact is to be 
found in the distinction which has been pointed out in 
the preceding pages between sensation and perception. 
Any material phenomenon may be regarded in two 
points of view : First, by itself, as a particular affection 
of the nervous organism, distinguishable as such from 
. any other, and present to consciousness as a mode of the 
sentient subject, ^econdjy! in conjunction with the 
apprehension of space, as extended, consisting of parts 
out of each other, and constituting one element of the 
complex phenomenon, which is concefved as an object. 
The former point of view is indicated by the abstract, the 
latter by the concrete term. In the former we contemplate 
the sensible affection alone, as a state of the ego, without 
attending to the necessary accompaniment of its relation 
to space. In the latter we contemplate it in the opposite 
relation as forming one element of the material iwn-ego] 
or sensible object existing in space. The association 
which has contributed to a different interpretation of 
these terms is furnished by the opposite class of intuitions^ 
those, namely, of internal perception or self-consciousness. 
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Modes of mind differ from modes of body, in being im- 
mediately given in relation to a common subject. While 
colour, and figure, and hardness, and other sensible 
qualities, are united together only by their coexistence 
in space, sensations, emotions, volitions, and other affec- 
tions of mind, are manifested in consciousness as modes 
of existence of ,one and the same indivisible selfi — ^the 
subject of all, and yet identical with none. The personal 
self is neither a mode of consciousness nor the aggregate 
of many modes, but a substance, distinct from all its 
affections, though discerned in consciousness in con- 
junction with them. This one presented substance, 
mysdf, is the basis of the other notions of substance 
which are thought representatively yi relation to other 
phenomena.* When I look at another man, I do not 
immediately perceive his consciousness ; but I can 
mediately and reflectively transfer to another that of 
which I am directly cognisant only in myself. Beyond 


* *‘Ex iis vero quae in ideis rerum corporalium clara et distincta 
sunt, qusedam ab idea mei ipsius videor mqjbuari potuisse ; nempe sub- 
kantiurrif durationem, numerum/et si qu® alia sint ejusmodi” (Des- 
cartes, Meditatio Tertia). From this was probably borrowed the 
similar remark of M. Royer-Oollard (see Jonffroy’s translation of Reid, 
voL iv. p. 860): — ‘*Le moi est la seule nnit4 qui nous soit donn4e 
imm4diatement par la nature ; nous ne la rencontrons dans aucnne des 
choses quo nos facult4s observent. Mais Tentendement, qui la troure 
en lui, la met hors de lui par induction, et d’un certain nombre de choses 
coexistantes il cr4e des unites artificielles.” (See also Maine de Biran, 
CBuvres InddUeSf iii. p. 846.) 
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the class of cooscions beings I have only a negative 
idea of substantiality, except in so fax as it is synonymous 
■with the occupation of space.* Some imperceptible 
bond of union between the phenomena of matter may 
exist, or it may not; but if it does exist, it exists in a 
manner of which I can form no conception ; and if it 
does not exist, my faculties do not enable me to detect 
its absence. But the immediate knowledge, which con- 
sciousness gives me, of my o'wn presented unity, is 
sufficient to explain the association which has led to its 
representation in other objects. 

The principle of Causality, as well, as that of Sub- 
stance, has been disguised by associations which do not 
properly belong to, it. In. tiie first place, we must sepa- 
rate the special judgment from the general ; — ^the asser- 
tion that this particular event is dependent on this 
particular cause, from the assertion that every event is 
dependent on some cause. The belief in the uniformity 
of nature is not a necessary truth, however constantly 
guaranteed by our actual experience. We are not com- 
pelled to believe that,' because A is ascertained to be the 

< 

* **Una est cujnsqne snbstantifie pr»cipxia proprietas, qusb ipsiuB 
nataram essentlainqae constituit, et ad quam alias omnes referantnr, 
Nempe eztensio in longum, latum et profundum substantiss corporess 
naturam constitoit ; et cogitatio constituit nataram substantiss cogitantis. 
Nam omni alind quod corpori tribui potest, extensionem prsssupponit, 
estque tantum modus quidam rei extensss ; ut et omnia, ques in mente 
reperimus, sunt tantum diversi modi cogitandi ” (Descartes, Principia^ 
1 . 58 ). 
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canse of B at a particular time, whatever may be meant 
by that relation, A must therefore inevitably be the 
cause of B on all future ocoasiona This conviction may 
amount to a moral certainty ; we may act upon it with- 
out hesitation in the affairs of life ; hut it has no such 
necessity that we are unable to conceive the contradic- 
tory.* But to conceive it possible that B may at one 
time be caused by A and at another by C, and that A 
may at one time produce the effect B and at another D, 
the other circumstances being in all the cases exactly 
alike, is very different from conceiving it possible that B 
may exist without being produced by any cause, and 
that A may exist without producing any effect. In the 
second place, therefore, we must ask, what is the exact 
meaning of the assertion that every event must be pro- 
duced by some cause. In one sense this judgment is 
imquestionably nScessary. If cause be interpreted to 
mean no more than temporal awtecedeui, the assertion 
that every event must have a cause, implies only that 
no event can be conceived as the beginning of all exist- 
ence, but in every case we are ’compelled to think 

• 

* Into the controversies concerning the origin of this belief it is un- 
necessary to enter. Whether it be derived from association, or from an 
intuitive law of the mind, or from any other source — ^whether it be con- 
ceived as absolutely certain, so long as the present constitution of the 
world lasts or not— is immaterial. At any rate, it is not conceived as a 
law which in no imaginable world, and by no possible exertion of power, 
could be otherwise than it is : and this is sufficient to exclude it from 
the class of necessary truths which we are now considering. 
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that it has been preceded by some oth». This is the 
necessary consequence of the subjection of our intuitions 
to the law of Time. I can be conscious of an event only 
as taking place in time, and I can be conscious of time 
only in conjunction with a succession of events taking 
place in it. It is therefore impossible to conceive an 
absolutely first occurrence. The principle of Causality 
is thus derived from the intuition of Time, as that Of 
Substance is from Space. To this necessary notion of 
some antecedent is afterwards united by association the 
empirical notion of the uniformity of nature ; and the 
conception of cause thus assumes the form in which 
Hume and Brown, from different points of view, both 
regard it ; namely, that of the invariable antecedent of 
a particular change. The law of time compels us to 
believe that there must be some antecedent phenomenon 
or aggregate of phenomena ; experience, and the antici- 
pations to which experience gives rise, tell us that this 
antecedent is invariable ; and the complex judgment is 
apparently invested with the absolute necessity which of 
right belongs to one 6f its ingredients only. > 

But the causal judgment, as usually understood, 
appears to contain something more than the idea of 
antecedence. The cause is supposed not merely to pre- 
cede the effect, but to have power to produce it. Whether 
the notion of invarvMe recutrrence is included or not, it 
seems at least to be regarded as certain that upon cmy 
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one occasion the effect is so far completely dependent 
upon the cause that, the latter being given, the former 
cannot hd take place. The explanation of this impres- 
sion may, we think, be found in another association 
derived from the personal causality manifested in voli- 
tion. In the exercise of an act of wiU I am intuitively 
conscious of two things : — ^First, that I am acted upon, 
though not necessitated by, motives: secondly, that I 
act upon my own determinations as their producing 
cause. In the first relation I am conscious of a choice 
between two alternatives; that is to say, that from 
certain given antqpedent motives a particular consequent 
may or may not follow, as I choose to determine. In 

the second relation I am Conscious of an exercise of 

• • • 

power the final determination being called into exist- 
ence by an act of my own will. To this intuition may 
be traced the origin of the idea of power and of causa- 
tion, in a sense distinct from that of mere temporal 
antecedence. The power of which I am presentatively 

conscious in myself I transfer representatively to other 

• 

* Those philosophers who derive the idea of causation exclusively 
from the succession of phenomena, are hound in consistency to regard 
the idea of power, as distinct from that of succession, as a pure delusion. 
And this is directly asserted by Hume, Inquiry covt/xmmg Hvmcm 
Understcmdirtg^ sec. 7 ; Humm Nalure^ part iii. sec. 14 ; by Brown, 
Inquiry into Cause and Effect^ p. 18 ; and by James Mill, Analysis of 
the Etman Mind, vol. ii. p. 256. Unfortunately, this theory does not 
inform us how, consistently with the laws of the imagination, such a 
delusion could have originated. 
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agents whom I suppose to be similarly constituted to 
myself; and thus 1 regard other men as being, like my- 
self, the efficient causes of their own determinations, 
and, through their determinations, of their actions. But 
beyond the range of conscious beings, this representa- 
tion of cause, like the corresponding one of substance, is 
inadmissible. The connection between the antecedent 
motive and the consequent determination is regarded as 
contingent, so long as a voluntary exercise of power is 
interposed between the two. But where consciousness, 
and consequently volition, is excluded, I can no longer 
regard the relation between the antecedent and conse- 
quent phenomena as contingent. Contingence in a 
single succession* is only Conceivable under the form of 
choice, by the interposition of the ego, the only given 
substance, between two successive phenomena. When 
this is excluded, the phenomena become coadjacent; 
there is no choice, and consequently no conceivable 
contingence in the succession. The apparent necessity 

of the causal relation in every single instance is thus 
<1 

* It is necessaiy to specify in a single succession ; as, in another 
sense, those phenomena may be called contingent which do not uni- 
formly, in various successions, follow from a given antecedent. But in 
this case the antecedent is not regarded as the cause of the consequent 
at alL But, in the case of any single occurrence, we are compelled to 
conceive that there is some antecedent or other on which it is depend- 
ent, and which being given, the occurrence could not but take place, 
unless U is the result qf an ad of free will. This conviction, with the 
exception, is the phenomenon to be explained. 
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explicable as a negative idea. It is not so much a posi- 
tive conception of necessity as an inability to concdve 
the opposite. But this inability does not depend on a 
law of thought. It is not an essential, but an accidental 
inconceivability, dependent, according to the classifica- 
tion made in a previous page,* on a defect in the matter 
of intuition. The contingency is io this case inconceiv- 
able, because contingency can only be conceived at all 
in the form in which alone it is presented to intuition 
— ^namely, as a conscious choice between two altema- 
tives.f If this explanation of the apparent necessity of 

* See above, p. 211. 

t In this reduction of the apparent necessity of the causal judgment 
to an impotence caused by the abs&qp of the ^ata for thought, 1 must 
acknowledge my obligations to tie corresponding portion of the theory 
of Sir W. Hamilton, Discussions^ p. 609. This ackncRvledgment is the 
more necessary, inasmuch as, except in so far as regards the condition 
of relativity in time, i am compelled,to dissent from the views of that 
eminent philosopher. His statement of the causal judgment, as an ina- 
bility to think that the complement of existence has been either increased 
or diminished, is open to various objections. In the first place, 1 am not 
conscious of any such inability. Existence is only conceivable under the 
conditions of plurality and difference, as existence in this or that parti- 
cular form ; not in the abstract, as pure existence or undeveloped poten- 
tiality. I have therefore no difficulty in conceiving that the amount of 
existence in the universe may at one time be represented by A, and at 
another by A + B. It is true that I cannot conceive nothing becoming 
something ; for I cannot conceive nothing se; but neither, on the 
other hand, can I conceive A, or any part of A, becoming B, while A 
remains at the same time undiminished. But the result is perfectly 
conceivable, though ihQ proem is not so, and cannot on any hypothesis 
become so* In the second placei whether we represent the new appear- 
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tlie causal judgment be admissible, it will lead to some 
important consequences as regards tbe question of free- 
will and determinism. But this controversy belongs 
rather to Ontology than to Psychology. 

The above inquiry into the nature and origin of 
necessary truths will enable us to throw some light on 
the controverted question concerning the existence of 
innate ideas — a question which should be discussed, 
not where Locke placed it, at the beginning of mental 
philosophy, but at the end ; for its answer depends on 
an examination of the actual features of the phenomena 
of consciousness, and thus presupposes the facts of 
Psychology, instead of being presupposed by them. 
Setting aside, as irrelevant, those arguments which are 
little better than quibbles on the word innate, such as 
Locke’s appeal to the consciousness of new-born child- 

ance as a chomge or as a we are equally^ompelled to suppose a 

cause of its taking place. To say that B previously existed under 
the form of A, is not to explain the causal judgment ; for we have still 
to ask why A became B. In the third place, the theory fails to account 
for the origin of the idea of which, whether rightly or wrongly, all 

men instinctively attribute to the supposed cause. To represent it as a 
delusion is not sufficient : unless it can be shown how, consistently with 
the limits of thought, such a delusion could have originated. I regret, 
however, that Mr. Calderwood, with some of whose criticisms 1 concur, 
should have charged the above theory with pantheism. If ever there 
was a philosopher whose writings from first to last are utterly antago- 
nistic to every form of pantheism, it is Sir William Hamilton. Pan- 
theistic his theory certainly is not, for it represents the pantheistic 
hypothesis as the result of a mere impotence of thought, exalting its 
own inability to think into the measure of all possible existence. 
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ren, the real point to be determined is this: — ^Are 
there any modes of human consciousness which are 
derived, not from the accidental experience of the indi- 
vidual man, but from the essential constitution of the 
human mind in general, and which thus naturally and 
necessarily grow up in all men, whatever may be the 
varieties of their several experiences ?* The previous 
analysis of consciousness will furnish an answer to this 
question. Every phenomenon of consciousness consists 
of two elements — a matter, derived from experience ; 
and a form, dependent on the original constitution of 
the mind. But the matter and the form are given in 
conjunction, and require an effort of analysis, aided by 

language, to separate them.* This analysis may or may 

• * * 

not be performed by this or that man, according to the 
circumstances in which he is placed, ^he forms of 
consciousness in.general, anjj of its several modes-r 
personality, space, time, unity, plurality, totality — ^may 
or may not be represented by the mind in their abstract 

* “Innate,’* says Lord Shaftesbury, “is a word he (Locke) poorly 
plays upon : the right word, though less used, is connatural. For what 
has birth, or progress of the foetus otit of the womb to do in this oase ? 
The question is not about the tiTne the ideas entered, but whether the 
constitution of a man be such, that, being adult or grown up, at such or 
such a time, sooner or later (no matter when), the ideas of order, admi- 
nistration, and a God, will not infallibly, inevitably, necessarily grow 
up in him.” The latter part of the criticism is not decisive ; for Locke 
cites the adult savage to show that these ideas do not necessarily grow 
up. The true answer is, that experience itself is partly innate. 
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chaiacter, as ideas or notions embodied in language: 
and the necessary truths based upon them may or may 
not be consciously discerned in the same character. 
A savage may never have contemplated the notions, one, 
two, three, four, etc., in the abstract : he may not know 
as an universal truth that two and two make four. But 
he knows the difference between a man and a tree, and 
he knows the difference between one man and many ; 
and his knowledge contains the same ideas in the con- 
crete. He embraces various sensible phenomena under 
the single notion of a man, though he has never asked 
himself the abstract question. How can the one be many 
and the many one ? Locke is, therefore, in one sense, 
right in denying the existence of innate ideas ; for no 
idea can be formed independently of experience, and no 
idea need consciously be separated from the empirical 
accompaniments with w^ich it is first manifested in 
consciousness. But precisely in the same sense we 
may deny the existence of ideas of sensation j for sense 
alone could distinguish no two ideas from each other 
without the co-operation of the understanding, which 
invests the materials furnished by sensation with certain 
univ^al and necessary forms. Instead of attempting 

to classify the actual phenomena of consciousness under 
* 

one or the other head, — ^instead of saying that certain 
ideas are wholly empirical and certain others wholly 
innate, — ^we should rather say that every phenomenon 
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of consciousness contains an adventitious and a native 
element; and that, without the union of these two, no 
consciousness is possible. The criterion of universality 
and necessity marks the native or d, priori element ; 
but this criterion cannot be applied to the complex phe- 
nomena of any complete act of consciousness, hut only 
to the element, when separated by an act of analysis, 
and embodied in that symbolical form which is not 
consciousness itself, but a substitute for it. 

Cognate to this is another question of far greater 
importance : — ^What are the Limits of Thought ? Is the 
mind capable of, transcending the boundaries of aU 
possible experience: and is such a power manifested 
by its possession of necessary truths ? for necessity is 
not the result of experience. Experience tells us wTiai 
is, but not whM must le. Here, again, we must distin- 
guish between the complete facts of consciousness and 
the several elements which are logically distinguishable 
from each other. If by eaperimce is meant all that is 
presented in any mode of intuition, matter and form 
included; and if the question is*understood to mean. 
Can we contemplate in thodght any object which has 
never been presented as an element in any mode of 
intuition? the answer must undoubtedly be given in 
the negative. But experience in this sense contains a 
necessary as well as a contingent — a formal as well as a 
material element. Either of these may be contemplated 
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in thought, apart from the other ; and either may be 
contemplated in relations in which experience has never 
presented it. We have never seen a straight line, 
except as part of a surface; nor a surface, except as 
composed of some material, such as wood, or slate, or 
paper. But when thought, assisted by language, has 
enabled us to distinguish these concomitant phenomena 
from each other, we may reproduce in imagination the 
straight line as a modification of pure space, and con- 
template its necessary relations in that character. 
Thought is so far dependent on experience, that where 
experience is impossible, thought is impossible likewise ; 
it is so far independent of experience that it can con- 
template apart from each pISier the native form and the 
adventitious matter, which experience always presents 

t 

in conjunction. 

“ The dominion of man,” says Loffke, “ in this little 
world of his own understanding, is much-what the same 
as it is in the great world of visible things; wherein 
his power, however managed by art and sldU, reaches 
no further than to compound and divide the materials 
that are made to his hand ;’ but can do nothing towards 
the making the least particle of new matter, or destroy-* 
ing one atom of what is already in being. The same 
inability will every one find in himself, who shall go 
about to fashion in his understanding any simple idea, 
not received in by his senses from external objects, or 
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by leflection from the operations of his o'wn mind abont 
them.'’* The preceding remarks ■will show with what 
modifications this statement should be received. It is 
'true, in so far as it asserts that nothing can be repre- 
sented in thought which has not, separately or in 
■conjunction with other phenomena, been presented in 
intuition ; but it is incoirect, in so far as it overlooks 
the fact that intuition has a necessary element, derived 
from the constitution of the mind, as well as a contin- 
gent element, derived from the phenomena of sensation 
and reflection. 

But whetheiwwe regard the objects of consciousness 
as presented in intuition, or as represented in thought ; 
whether we look to the pecassary or to the contingent 
elements of which they are composed there is one 
limitation which the very conception of Consciousness 
as a relation, between a subject and an object neces- 
sarily implies, and to which in aU its modes it must 
ine'vitably submit. Nothing can be presented in intui- 
tion, or represented in thought, except as finite. So 
long as the relation between subject and object exists 
in consciousness, so long each must limit the other. 
The subject is distinct from the object, and the object 
from the subject, and neither can be the universe. Nay, 
the object itself can only exist, as such, tmder the con- 
ditions of limitation and difference : it can be discerned 
* Essay, b. ii chap. iL sec. 3. 
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only as one out of many ; as implying the existence of 
other things besides itself; and hence, again, as a finite 
portion of the universe. The infinite CEmnot be an 
object of human consciousness at all ; and it appears to 
be so only by mistaking the negation of consciousness 
for consciousness itself* The infinite, like the incon- 
ceivable, is a term which expresses only the negation of 
human thought : — Jiay, the two terms are, in fact, syno- 
nymous, for conception is limitation. But the limits of 
possible thought are not the limits of possible existence. 
The infinite may — nay, must — exist though we cannot 
conceive it as existing : for the denial of its existence 
involves a contradiction, as well as the assertion of its 
conceivability. Hence we*l9am the important lesson 
that the provinces of reason and faith are not coexten- 
sive; that it is a duty, enjoined by reason itself, to 
believe in what we cannot comprehend. , 

From the above examination of necessary truths, it 
may be shown that no matter of fact can be a matter of 
demonstration in the highest sense of the term. For it 
is essential to demonstration that its object should be 
such as we can construct from within, out of the forms 
inherent in our own mental constitution; and it is 
essential to the existence of a fact, as such, that it 
should be presented to us from without. A %t, as 

* See on this point the admirable remarks of Sir W. Hamilton^ 
DiscussioTiSf p. 12. 
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such, must exist independently of my thinlring about 
it : on object of demonstration, as such, exists only in 
and by the act of conceiving it. This consideration is 
sufficient to explain the failure of all attempts to 
demonstrate, 4 priori, the being and attributes of God 
— a failure which should rather be a matter of rejoicing 
than of regret to the believer. If we can demonstrate 
the attributes of those objects only which we have con- 
structed for ourselves, it follows that a demonstrated 
Gk)d is a creature of the human imagination. Such a 
demonstration is not, indeed, incompatible with the real 
existence of the. Deity ; as the demonstrations of geo- 
metry are not incompatible with the existence in nature 
of perfect geometrical bo^%; but ^t adds not one tittle 
to the evidence of lus existence ; and^ it encumbers 
theology with arguments too pretentious not to provoke 
criticism, ai^ tob feeble to endure it. “ Mischief,” says 
Waterland, “ is often done by pretending to strict and 
rigorous demonatraiions, where we have no occasion 
for them, and where the subject is too sublime to go 
far in, with clear and distinct Ideas. Such attempts 
serve only to make that become a matter of question 
which before was unquestionahle, while standing only on 
reasomlle presumption or morcU proof.”* The triumph 
over a weak defence of a truth is too often regarded as a 

* Dissertation on the Argum&ni k priori /(W proving the ^oisten^e of 
a First CavLse ( Works^ vol. iii. p. 871). 
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triumph over the truth itself ; and we may therefore 
rejoice that theology, in the hands of its best exponents, 
has wisely abstained from resting its claims to belief on 
the evidence of rigid demonstration. 

Lastly, we may observe that the distinction which 
various schools of philosophy, under various names, 
have attempted to establish between the Understanding 
and the Beason, as separate faculties of thought, is, on the 
above principles, unnecessary, and therefore untenable. 
Whether, with the ancients, we distinguish between vtw<i 
and Zidvoia, the intuitive and the discursive thought, the 
faculty of principles and the faculty o£ deduction from 
principles; or, with the modems, especially in Ger- 
many, between un4er8tan(iiAg, as the feculty of gene- 
ralisation from the intuitions of consciousness, and reason, 
as the faculty which endeavours, intuitively or discur- 
sively, to apprehend the supreme conditiops on which 
consciousness itself depends; we alike divide that 
which is one and indivisible, and attribute to the 
feculty of thought an operation which it never per- 
forms. The function ‘of thought is in all cases the 
same — ^namely, to represent reflectively what is presented 
intuitively ; and the existence of necessary as well as 
contiogent principles in thought, is to be explained not 
by a double operation of the thinking feculty, but by 
the existence of a corresponding distinction between 
necessary and contingent facts in intuition. The hypo- 
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thesis of a fiiculty of reason distinct from understanding 
may indeed be necessary, as an assumption, to support 
the systems of those philosophers who aim at construct- 
ing a philosophy of the absolute and the infinite 5 for 
intuition, and therefore thought, as described in the 
preceding pages, takes cognisance only of the rdative 
and the finite. But this assumption, consistently car- 
ried out, involves the annihilation of consciousness itself. 
But the mention of the absolute and the infinite reminds 
us that we are entering on the domain of the second 

portion of Metaphysics — Ontology, or the Philosophy 
« 

of Being. • 
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ONTOLOGY ; OE THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE 
EEALITIES OF CONSCIOUSNESS. 

T he tenn Ontology, or the Philosophy of Being, has 
become, in the estimation of no inconsiderable class 
of critics, a mere synonym for barren and useless logo- 
machy. And it :gaust be confessed that the maimer in 
which this field of inquiry has been frequently culti- 
vated has gone far to explaili,^if not to justify, the con- 
tempt into which it has fallea The philosophy which 
attempts to deduce a science of realities from the most 
abstract and general conception of Existence must, &om 
the necessity of the case, deal with words, and not with 
things. It has been already observed, in the preceding 
pages, that the human mind possesses no positive notion 
answering to the term esAsteme or IfeiTig in general ; and 
it follows that there can be ifo law of the human reason 
which can indicate any necessary results involved in 
such a notion, and no fact of human experience which can 
give rise to a corresponding intuition. Every existence 
which we can perceive is definite and particular, limited 
and related ; and every existence of which we can think 
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is defitiite and particular, limited and related, likewise. 
It must therefore needs be that a science which starts 
&om the assumption of Being in the abstract (which is 
not a conception, but an equivocal term, capable of rela- 
tion to many distinct conceptions), and attempts, by 
pure deduction and division, to reason down to the con- 
crete existences which alone are objects of positive 
thought, must end by delivering, not differences of 
things, but distinctions of words. And this must be 
admitted to be the case with the speculations of Onto- 
logy in much of their ancient and mediaeval, and in 
some stages also of their modem development. The 
science was divorced from Psychology ; and was there- 
fore destitute of facts, and .compelled to supply their 
place by th^ signs of facts. Keversing the law of all 
reasoning, that of proceeding from the known to the un- 
known, it endeavoured to arrive at th‘e trjiths which are 
immediately known in consciousness by commencing 
with the unknown and unknowable beyond it. But, 
profitless as such attempts ever have been, and ever 
must be, there were not wanting circumstances in the 
history of philosophy calculated to invest them with an 
apparent importance, and to engage acute and subtle 
intellects in the hopeless investigation. The science of 
mathematics was almost completed, in the essential fea- 
tures of its pure and abstract character, as the science of 
the relations of number and magnitude, at a time when 
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its most impoitant applications to the explanation of the 
phenomena of the material world were but dimly con- 
ceived, and not at all executed. With the triumphs of 
this science — ^ttie earliest^ the clearest, the most rigorous 
in its reasonings, the most unassailable in its conclusions, 
before their eyes — the patriarchs of philosophy might 
be justified in believing that, in the law of intellectual 
progress, the abstract and rational must precede the con- 
crete and empirical, — that the necessary relations of 
things in general must be determined prior to the inves- 
tigation of the actual attributes of things in particular. 
But though the gelation of mathematical to physical 
science presents, in some respects, an analogy to that 
between the rational and enSpjrical philosophy of mind, 
the analogy unfortunately fails in the very feature that 
is most essential to scientific progress. 

OF DOGMATIC OE DEMONSTEATIVB METAPHYSICS. 

The demonstrations of geometry are due to the posr 
session by that science of concrete as well as abstract 
-axioms — of d, priori intuitions of objects, as well as ana- 
lyses of notions. Had the geometer been confined to 
such general and abstract principles as, that the whole 
is greater than its part, or that the sums of equal things 
are equal,— principles which indicate merely the logical 
analysis of thoughts, not the geometrical intuition of 
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nu^itudes ; — had he been debarred, as some theorists 
hare wished to debar him, from the use of the axiom of 
parallel lines, and the assumption that two straight lines 
cannot inclose a space, and other similar principles, 
many of which are implied, though not express^, in all 
geometrical reasonings,* — ^his science would have re- 
mained to the end of time a science of words only. 
Yet it is upon the model of the merely logical principles 
that the majority of deductive metaphysicians have 
framed their fundamental assumptions.f Definitions of 
Being in various senses of the term, and of the attributes 
coextensive with Being; divisions ancLsubdivisions, with 
explanations of each, and analyses of the contents of the 
several notions ; have constituted, for the most part, the 
entire apparatus of ontological reasoning — a reasoning 
which, being based entirely upon the logical conditions 
of thought, can attain to no other truth than that which 

* It is with reference to these axioms that Kant proposes, as preli- 
minary to all metaphysics, the question — “ How are synthetical judgt 
ments d priori possible f ” For the general axioms are merely analytical 
judgments, in which the predicate contains nothing more than is already 
implied in the conception of the subject The special axioms are the 
only ones in which an additionaf attribute is asserted of the subject ; 
and, consequently, the only ones that can be considered as in any sense 
a statement of real relations. 

f “ Etenim Euclides demonstrationes suas in principia ontologica re- 
solyitqute instar axiomatum absque probationesumit ; velutiquodtotum, 
mt majns qualibet soa parte, quod eequalia eidem tertio sint eequalia 
inter se” (Wol:^ OiUologia, sec. 9). In the same passage these axioms 
are called “prinmpia qurn mathesis purs ex ontologia mutnatur." 
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is implied in the fotmal hannony of one thought vrith 
another, and the consequent con^tent use of the lan- 
guage in which thoughts are expressed. And, accord- 
ingly, Ontology, thus treated, obtained the name, more 
suited to its performances than to its pretensions, of a 
lexicon of phUosophieal terms.* It is manifest, however, 
that such a method involves, however little its professors 
may be aware of the fact, a virtual abandonment of the 
problem which Ontology undertakes to solve. That prob- 
lem, as has been before observed, is to determine the 
relation which exists between the necessities of thought 
and the constitution of things. But a science which 
starts with a definition of Being in general, commences 

with one member only of this relation, the notion of 

» • • 

being as conceived by us. To verify this conception by 
showing that being as it corresponds to being as we 
conceive and define it, it is necessary that the concep- 
tion should be compared with something distinct from 
itself; and the data for this comparison cannot be sup- 
lied by a merely logical development of one notion 
from another. 

In point of fact, the spedilations of Demonstrative 
Ontology accomplished far less than this. The analysis 
of a thought may be complete as a logical process, 
whether answering to reality or not, provided that its 
fundamental assumption represents at starting a posi- 

* 'Wolf, Ontologia, sec. 26. 
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tire -and intelligible , conceptioiL Snt the fundamental 
assumption of Ontology, that of ens or being in general^ 
represents nothing of the kind. What is being in gen- 
eral, apart from the special modes of being which are 
manifested in consciousness ? Wken, in the crucible of 
abstraction, self and not-self, the factors of consciousness, 
and every special modification of either, have evaporated, 
what remains as the residuum ? Absolute zero ; a mere 
word with no thought answering to it ; a being which is 
neither my being nor that of anything else, and which 
is therefore removed from aU the conditions under which 
being is, or can be, made known to us. 1 have no con- 
ception of being in general which is not some being in 
particular; and to assume that the various modes of 
being which consciousness reveals to us are but subor- 
dinate species of one and the same genus, is to assume a 
fact which consciousnessi, does not testify, and which, if 
it can be proved at all, must be the conclusion, and not 
the premise, of the science that deals with it. Deduct- 
ive Ontology, by assuming Being as its starting-point, 
necessarily abandons thought to juggle with words. ♦ 

* The following summaries, ektracted from the works of two eminent 
metaphysicians of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, may en- 
able the reader to form some notion of the treatment of ontology in sys- 
tems prior to the criticism of Kant. The contents of Burger8dyk*s 
InstiMiones Metaphysicce are enumerated as follows: — '*De natura 
metaidiysicfie— De communi entis notione—De eo quod est medium inter 
ens et iiihil in genere — De privatione et denominatione externa— De 
ente rationis— De relatione— De modia entium— De principiis incom- 
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OF THE SUBDIVISIONS OF DOGMATIC METAPHYSICS. 

A Metaphysio of Being in general, even if successful 
in its aim, can only be regarded as a preparation for a 
more special philosophy. Even if it could solve its own 
problem, it would answer none of the important ques- 
tions which connect metaphysical inquiries with the in- 


— ^De entia affectionibus in genere — De unitate et multitudine in genere 
— De nnitate nnmerica et formali, de qne principio individuationis — ^De 
nnitate imiversali— De specibus et gradibus nnitatis — ^De diversitate 
sive difltinctione et convenientia — De oppositione — ^De ordine— -De veri- 
tate et falsitate — ^De a^nnctis veritatie — ^De bono et male — ^De locali- 
tate, temporalitate et duratione — De toto et parte — De cansa et causato 
in genere— De cansa materiali— De cmnsa formali— De causa efficiente— 
De fine — De subjecto et adjuncto-^De eo quod est necessarium, imposai- 
bile, contingens et possibUe — De potentia et actu — De psrfecto et imper- 
fecto, sive perfectibUi et perfectione.” The contents of Wolfs Ontologia 
are of a similar oharactei : — D b notionb bntis in genere et propeie- 
TATiBiTS QU^ iNDE^ooNSBQinJNTUR— De prindpOs pMlosophice prirno^ 
De principio contradictionis — De principio rationis sufficientis — De 
eeaeffUia et existentia erUiSt agruxMsque nonnullis mtionihua — De possi- 
bili et impossibili — De determinato et indetenninato — De notione entis 
— De geTMralibua emtis affecHonilms — De identitate et similitudine — De 
ente singulari et universal! — De necessario et contingente — De qualitate 
et agnatis notionibus — De ordine, veritate, et perfectione — ^D e speoibus 
ENT itTM ET BORUM AD SE INVIOEM RESPEOTU— De erUe compmto--De es- 
sentia entis compositi— De extentione, oontinuitate, spatio et tempore — 
De qualitatibus et magnitudine entis compositi — ^De motu — De ente ewn* 
plici — De differentia entis simplicis et compositi — De modificatione 
rerum prsesertim simplicium — ^De finito et infinite— De respectu entinan 
ctd ee viwicem — ^De dependentia rerum earumque relatione — De causis— 
De signo. 
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terests and destinies of man; it would satisfy none of 
the yearnings which compel men to undertake the study 
of them. The ideas of God, of Freedom, and of Immor- 
tality, are too special to he elicited by the processes of 
general Ontology, except in the form of Pantheism, which 
disposes of them by annihilating them altogether. The 
idea of God becomes merged in that of the sum total 
of existence ; that of freedom is destroyed by represent- 
ing this quasi deity as the sole real agent; that of immor- 
tality is exchanged for an absorption of the phenome- 
nal self into the real universe. To preserve the heir- 
looms of human reason intact, it was necessary for 
philosophy to descend from the region of pure ab- 
straction into one in which the conception of being 

i * , 

could assume a more definite form. And here, at 
least, the investigations of the metaphysician had the 
advantage of starting &opi the testimony of conscious- 
nesa Every act of consciousness is given to us as a 
rdation between self and not-self. These two elements, 
as mutually related, are necessarily viewed as modify- 
ing and limitiQg each other. But the consciousness of 
the relative and the limited suggests, by inevitable as- 
sociation, the notion of the absolute and the unlimited 
as its contrast. Hence arise the three fundamental 
ideas which underlie the whole fabric of ontological 
{peculation — conditioned existence, manifested in the 
two relative and finite forms of the ego and the wn-ego ; 
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and unconditioned existence, implied in the suggestion 
of the absolute and infinite. The investigation of these 
ideas has given rise to three branches of metaphysical 
philosophy — ^Rational Psychology, Rational Cosmology, 
and Rational Theology the ego being identified 
with the human soul, regarded as a substance distinct 
from its phenomenal modifications ;* the non-ego with 
the reality which manifests itself in the sensible world ; 
and the absolute or unconditioned with the Deity.f But, 
in the prosecution of these inquiries, metaphysicians 
committed the same error which has been already no- 
ticed as vitiating the theories of Being in general They 
deserted the facts of consciousness to take refuge in 

abstractions, of which we are not, and cannot be, con- 

• • • 

scions. Let it be granted that every phenomenon im- 


* The character of Rational psychology, as distinguished from empi- 
rical, is thus stattifl by Wolf : — De&ido psycTwlogicam empirieam quod 
sit scientia stabiliendi principia per experientiam, unde ratio redditur 
eorum quae in anima humana hunt. .... In psychologia rational! ex 
unico animee hmnanee conceptu derivamus priori omnia quseeidem 
competere a posteriori obserrantur et ex quibusdam observatis dedu- 
cuntur {PhUosophia Patiomlis Disc, Prdlim, sec. Ill, 112). Com- 
pare Herbart, Allgemeine Metaphysik, sec. 29, 

t These three objects of metaphysical inquiry— God, the World, and 
the Soul — answer to Kant’s three ideas of pure reason ; but he arrives 
at them in a different way ; namely, by regarding them as all alike inti- 
mations of the unconditioned, suggested by the three kinds of logical 
syllogism ; — a derivation fanciful and extravagant, and which nothing 
but the profound genius of its author could have rescued from utter 
absurdity. 
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plies a corresponding reality; that the phenomena of 
the ego indicate the existence of the human soul ; and 
the phenomena of the non-ego, that of a substantial uni- 
verse ; and the relation between the two, that of a being 
who is beyond relation ; — stiU, in no fact of conscious- 
ness is the reality given apart from the phenomena 
which are related to it. The notions of an abstract Self, 
modified in no particular manner ; of an abstract World, 
isolated from the special phenomena of sense; and of 
an abstract Deity, apart from those finite attributes 
by which he is manifested in relation to the finite con- 
sciousness of mankind, can be given iij no phase of con- 
sciousness ; for if they were, the relation and succession 
which constitute consciousness would be annihilated. 

‘ • I 

Whether these three metaphysical ideas all stand on the 
same footing within the domain of consciousness itseK, 
is a question which we shall have to ask hereafter ; but, 
assuming for the moment that they do, and assuming 
that in each there is a legitimate passage from the phe- 
nomena presented in consciousness to the ultimate reali- 
ties beyond, it is clearly begging the whole question, and 
anticipating the inquiry which philosophy has not yet 
commenced, to start with the abstract notions of such 
realities as if the problem had been already solved and 
the passage found. Hence, like Ontology in general, 
the three branches of Ontology, if deductively treated, 
will deal with words and not with things. Unable to 
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verify their fundamental assumptions by an appeal to 
the facts of consciousness, — ^unable even to determine 
whether those assumptions represent thought or the 
negation of thought, — ^they can but torture words under 
the name of analysing notions, and arrive at conclusions 
which indicate no more than a consistent use of lan- 
guage. Thought itself, in its bare and unmixed form, 
cannot be handled in any mental process. It must be 
contemplated either in the words which represent it, or 
in the things which it represents, or in the union of the 
two ; and the whole difference between reasoning and 
logomachy depends upon a single criterion : — Can the 
relations of language, which our process exhibits as re- 
presenting thought, be verified by an appeal to the facts 
of consciousness, of which thought itself is the repre- 
sentative ? Such an appeal is manifestly impossible to 
those who commence their mquiries by assuming an 
abstraction of which consciousness does not and cannot 
take cognisance. 

Thus, to illustrate our remarks by special instances, 
the aim of Eational Psychology is to frame definitions 
exhibiting the essential nature of the soul and its pro- 
perties, as realities conceived by the intellect, under- 
lying and implied by the phenomena presented in 
consciousness ; and to prove by a demonstrative process 
that the notions thus defined necessarily flow one from 
another. Psychology is thus raised from a science of 
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observation to one of demonstration ; and its objects are 
transformed from phenomena presented in experience 
to realities contemplated by tbe intellect. The sonl, by 
virtue of its essential nature as a simple substance, is 
shown to possess, of necessity, certain attributes as 
rationally conceived and defined — such as sense, imagi- 
nation, intelligence, will, spirituality, indestructibility, 
and so forth ; and the same conclusions are even demon- 
strated of other spiritual natures which partake of the 
generic attributes of the human soul.* The weakness 
of the whole process is, that it tacitly postulates as its 
starting-point a principle which is neither evident in 
itself nor such as can be made evident by any process 
of thought. It assumes, that, is to say, a transcendental 
definition of .the real nature of the soul, beyond and 
above those facts and relations which are manifested 

* The following table of the contents oi^WoWsPsyehologia B(Uvmalis 
will exhibit a brief summary of this method ; — anima in geTiere et 
f€LcuUati cognoscendi in specie — De natura et essentia animse — ^De facili- 
tate sentiendi, sive sensu— -De imaglnatione et memoria— De attentione 
et intellectu — De facnltaie *appetendi — De appetitu sensitive et aversa- 
rione sensitiva atc^ue affectibus — Be appetitu et aversatione rationali, 
seu de roluntate et noluntate — De commercio imJLer mentem et corpus — 
De systematis explicandi commercium inter mentem et corpus in genere 
— ^De systemate infliucus physici — De systemate causarum occasional 
Hum — ^De harmonia praestabiHta — De vet/riis cmimae aUributiSt spiritu i/n 
ge/nere^ et emmedms hrut^yrum — De spiritu in genere et spiritualitate 
a.nimflR in specie — De animse ortu, unione cum corpore, et immortalitate 
— ^De aaimabus brutorum.” Compare Kant, Kr, der r. V. Trems. 
DM. B. ii H. 1. Hegel, EncykL sec. 84. « 
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in consciousness. But how is the truth of such a 
definition to be guaranteed ? Of the soul as a simple 
substance, apart from its particular modifications, con- 
sciousness tells us nothing. Its permanent existence is 
known only in conjunction with and by means of its 
successive modifications. How, then, is this abstract 
conception of the nature of the soul to be verified ? It 
cannot be self-evident ; for seK-evidence is nothing more 
than the instantaneous assent of consciousness ; and the 
assumption in question cannot be submitted to the 
judgment of consciousness at alL It cannot be demon- 
strable; for it could only be demonstrated by the 
assiunptiou of a higher notion of the same kind, concern* 
ing which the same question woiJ.d then have to be 
raised. It cannot be generalised from experience ; for 
experience deals with the facts of consciousness only, 
and tells us npt 6f what must he, but only of what is or 
seems to he. Unable to verify his fundamental definition 
by any reference to the reality which it is supposed 
to represent, the metaphysician is compelled to confine 
himself to the relations of the laftguage by which it is 
represented. * 

The case is still stronger as regards the other two 
branches of deductive metaphysics. Cosmology, as ex- 
hibited by Wolf, professes to deduce, from ontological 
principles, a demonstration of the nature of the world 
and the manner in which it is produced from simple 
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substances.* The world, according to this method, is 
represented as an absolute whole, or entire system of 
causes and effects, which cannot be conceived as itself a 
part of any greater whole and the office of Cosmology 
is to deduce, from the abstract principles of being in 
general, the necessary relations which the world, as a 
compound being, must exhibit. It is thus based, not on 
an examination of the mundane phenomena as they 
actually exist in the present system of nature, but on 
the general conception of the world, as a possible sys- 
tem, under which the actual system is included as an 
individual under a species. Cosmology, as thus exhi- 
bited, can contain nothing more than an analysis of 
general notions, an^ can le^d to no conclusions but such 
as the philosopher has himself virtually assumed in his 
premises. The abstract notion of the world contains 
implicitly whatever attributes we chbosato assume as 
its constituents ; and the metaphysical or logical analy- 

* Wolf, Oosmologia Gfeneralis, secs. 2, 7. The following are the 
questions discussed by Wolf ^ this work, as constituting a metaphysical 
theory of the material world ; — “De notione mundi sen v/niveni — De 
remm nezu et quomodo inde universum resultet — De essentia mundi et 
ejus atttibntis — De notwne eorporum ex jidbus mwndus eomptmitwr—De 
essentia et nature eorporum— De elementis eorporum — De ortu coipo- 
rum ex elementis — De legibus motus — De natwra uni/eena el petfee- 
time mundi — De nature universa in genere, itemque natural! et super- 
natural! — ^De perfectione mundi — De ordine mundi atque naturae. ’’ 

f Eant, Lepmg de Metaphyeiquie tradmUe par Tiesot, p. 144. 

t Wolf, Oomologia, sect. 49. 
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sis of that notion can contain no more. For the world, 
as a possible system of realities, and not as an actual 
system of phenomena, is not an object of intuition, 
pure or empirical ; and, without intuition, it is impos- 
sible to connect the concepts of the understanding with 
a single attribute beyond those which they contain in 
their original comprehension.* 

This criticism is still more applicable to the system 
of Rational Theology. In this science we are supposed 
to start from a nominal definition of the Deity, as the 
most perfect being, containing in his nature the sum of 
aU possible realities in an absolutely perfect degree.t 
But here again the (question arises, — How do we know 
that our conception at all jjorresponcfa to the nature of 
the being whom it professes to represent 2 The object 

* “Cosmology,” s^s {Encyklopadiet sec, 36), “treated of 
questions concerniAg the contingency or necessity of the world, its eter- 
nity or limitation in space and time, and the formal law of its changes ; 
together with those concerning human freedom, and the origin of evil. 
It contemplated its object, however, not as a concrete whole, but only 
according to abstract definitions. Thus, for example, it discussed such 
questions as, whether the world is subje(?t to chance or necessity ; 
whether it is eternal or created.” A 4 )ortion of the questions here men- 
tioned were sometimes transferred to other branches of metaphysics ; 
but the method in all cases was the same, and the results equally barren, 

+ The following are the matters treated of in the second or d prion 
portion of Wolfs Theologia Naturalis : — “De notions entis perfectis- 
simi et ejus existentia — De intellectu Dei — De voluntate Dei — De crea- 
tione, providentia, et potentia Dei — ^De atheismo — ^De fatalismo, deismo, 
et naturalismo — De anthropomorphismo, materialismo, et idealismo— 
De paganismo, manichceispoio, spinozismo, et epicurseismo.” 



298 


METAPHYSICS. 


which the conception represents is either given in some 
fact of consciousness or it is not. If it is not given, I 
cannot compare the conception with its object, for com- 
parison is itself an act of consciousness, and cannot be 
applied to anything of which I am not conscious. If it 
is given, it must be given, like aU other facts of con- 
sciousness, in the form of an object related to mysel£ 
By what right, again, do I venture to transcend that 
relation, and assume that 'what is given in relation to 
me is identical with that which exists out of all rela- 
tion? We are not, be it remembered, discussing the 
sufficiency of the religious consciousness for the spirit- 
ual wants of man: we are only examining the claim of 
the metaphysician, to found ^hereon a system of abso- 
lute and nec^saiy truths. Such a system claims, in its 
very conception, a right to transcend consciousness. The 
form of consciousness is* myself, and^ the facts of con- 
sciousness postulate my existence as their condition. 
By what warrant am I justified in reasoning from the 
rdative to the absolute, — ^in identifying that which de- 
pends on me with that on which I depend ? A concep- 
tion of the Deity, in his alisolute existence, appears to 
involve a self-contradiction ; for conception itself is a 
limitation, and a conception of the absolute Deity is a 
limitation of the illimitable. 
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OF THE CRinOAL PHILOSOPHT OF KANT. 

The above method of dogmatic metaphysics, of which 
the most complete specimen is famished by the writings 
of the celebrated Leibnitzian philosopher, Wolf, received 
its death-blow from the criticism of Kant. The funda- 
mental position of the WoMan dogmatism consisted in 
the assumption that the realities of the intelligible 
world constitute a system of immutable traths, which 
furnish the reason and the explanation of the pheno- 
mena of the world of sense. The counter - theory of 
Kant consisted in showing that the conceptions of the 
imderstanding and the id^as «f the treason are equally 
phenomenal and relative with the intuitions of sense. 
The whole field of consciousness, refiective as well as 
sensitive, he argued, is the prftduct of an objective and 
a subjective element, and can in no case be regarded 
as the exact representation of an extra-mental reality. 
We can perceive only as the laws of our intuitive con- 
sciousness, exhibited in the forms of space and time, 
permit : we can tbinlr only as the laws of our refiective 
consciousness, manifested in the categories of the under- 
standing, permit. The product, in both cases alike, is 
not a thing in itself, but a phenomenon, or thing such as 
the laws of our mental constitution determine it to ap- 
pear to us. The object, in one mode of consciousness as 
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mucli as in another, is coloured by the medium through 
which it passes to reach the mind ; and, in bringing the 
phenomena of sense before the tribunal of intellectual 
conceptions, we are not comparing the phenomenal with 
the real, the representation with the thing represented; 
we are only comparing one class of phenomena with 
another, and judging the representations of the human 
senses by the representations of the human understand- 
ing. Even the ideas of the reason, which correspond to 
the three great objects of metaphysical inquiry — God, 
the world, and the human soul — are not representations 
of objects actually discerned in their own nature, but 
regulative principles of thought, fallaciously invested 
with an objective existenSe^ A necessity of thought 
manifestly in^cates a law under which we must think ; 
but it does not therefore guarantee the existence of a 
corresponding reality out Of thought ‘ Tke true thing in 
itself, the being, as distinguished from the phenomenon, 
is not the object such as we are compelled to conceive 
it, but the object out of all [relation to our faculties-; 
and, as such, it is manifestly unknown and unknow- 
able. To perceive a thing in itself would be to perceive 
it neither in space nor in time ; for these are forms fur- 
nished by the constitution of our perceptive faculties, 
and form an element of the phenomenal object of intui- 
tion only. To think of a thing in itself would be to 
think of it neither as one, nor as nwny, nor under any 
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other category;* for these, again, depend upon the con- 
stitution of our understanding, and form an element of 
the phenomenal object of thought. The phenomenal is 
the product of the inherent laws of our own mental con- 
stitution, and, as such, is the sum and the limit of all 
the knowledge to which we can attain. 

The logical result of Kant’s speculative philosophy 
(of his practical philosophy we can say nothing at pre- 
sent) was to prove that real being cannot be an object 
of human thought ; and, consequently, that a system of 
Ontology, in the highest sense of that term, is unattain- 
able by human reasoning. But, partly in consequence 
of the inconsistencies of Kant himself, and partly be- 
cause of the sweeping sceptieism to which his method 

• • • 

at la^t appeared to lead, it was almost inevitable that 
his successors should attempt to reconstruct on a surer 
basis the dogmatio*metaphysics which his criticism had 
overthrown. The Kantian philosophy had confined 
itself too much to negative results : it had demonstrated 
the inconclusiveness of the earlier systems of metaphy- 
sics : it had exhibited in the clearest light those appa- 
rent self-contradictions of thetuman reason which make 
metaphysics, in some form or other, an iutellectual neces- 
sity to man ; but it had not attempted to solve the con- 
tradictions it exhibited ; it had neither pointed out the 
way to a surer metaphysical system, nor placed the 
* Tor a list of the Kantian categories, see above, p. 198. 
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Teason in a position to dispense with metaphysics alto* 
gether. Eant had only succeeded in showing that the 
housdiold of human consciousness was divided against 
itself : he had neither been able to meige the contradic* 
tion in a high^ principle of unity, nor to show that 
contradiction itself is an evidence of truth and reality. 
The want which a philosophy of the real attempts to 
satisfy still remained ; and to meet that want it was 
necessary to reconstruct metaphysics by another method. 
Kant had proved that the real, in its highest sense, 
could not be an object of consciousness : his successors 
accepted the conclusion, and consistently attempted to 
construct a philosophy of the real which should be 
above consciousness. Ean^ had proved it to be impos- 
sible to bring the object in itself within the grasp of the 

c 

subject: there remained the yet wilder attempt to ex- 
pand the subject to the.immensity»of the object — an 
attempt which necessarily ended in the identification 
and consequent aimihilation of both. 

07 THE STSTEHS 07 TIGHTE, SCHELUNQ, AHD HEOEL. 

The philosophy of Fichte famished the Ixansition 
from a destructive criticism to a new form of constrao- 
tive dogmatism. The primitive fimt of consciousness is 
that of a relation between the ego and the nm-ego, be- 
tween myadf, the consdous subject, and an object of 
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whicli I am conscious. But, thus manifested, self and 
not-self are correlative terms, existing for each other only 
imder the conditions of human consciousness; that is to 
say, as jphenomma, in Kant’s sense of the term. To 
attain to a philosophy of the real, it was necessary to 
merge this primitive relation between the subject and 
object of consciousness, in a higher relation between the 
entire world of phenomena revealed by consciousness, 
and the ultimate reality beyond it. And this was partly 
accomplished by the theory of Fichte. Commencing 
with the mere existence of consciousness in some mode 
or other, he endeavours to reduce this existence to its 
simplest and most abstract form, by the discovery of 
some principle which necessarily lies at the basis of all 
consciousness and is independent of any empirical modi- 
fication. Such a principle, as regards its form, is found 
in the logical^ law of identic, A is A. But to give 
this principle a real as well as a formal necessity, to 
raise it from a logical to a metaphysical axiom, we must 
regard its terms as signifying something which unques- 
tionably does exist, and whose identity with itself is 
therefme not merely hypothetical but absolute. Such 
an unquestionable existence is found in the ego. For in 
tbinlriTig that A is A, I, the thinker, necessarily exist ; 
and die judgment, I am I, has thus an absolute neces- 
sity in matter, no leas than in form.* The fact of con- 
* GrvmHage der gesammlen WirnnsehafUilelvre, sect 1. 
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scionsness thus implies the existence of a conscious sub- 
ject ; and this subject, though manifested in conscious- 
ness as modified in a particular manner, must be sup- 
posed to have an independent existence distinct from 
any special modification. Hence the first postulate of 
philosophy is that of the existence of an absolute ego or 
unconscious subject, susceptible potentially of all modes 
of consciousness, but actually modified by none. The 
first formula of Fichte’s system, “ A = A,” or the 
posits itself, may thus be interpreted to mean, “the fact 
of a necessary thought implies the existence not only of 
an actual thinker, but of a real subject, capable of be- 
coming a thinker.” But this real subject, though exist- 
ing independently of cons(%ousness, becomes aware of 
its own existence^ only m and by consciousness. And 

4 

consciousness, as a particular phenomenon, depends 
upon something by which, the impulse is given to the 
subject, whereby it determines itself to become con- 
scious. Hence the ego, in becoming conscious of its own 
existence, supposes at the same time, though it is not 
conscious of the existence of, a non-ego. And this is ex- 
pressed by the second formula “ — A^A; or, the ^o 
implies a non-ego.” But this implied non-ego is merely 
supposed by an act of thought, in order to account for 
the fact of the ego becoming conscious of itself. Hence 
arises the third formula of Fichte’s system, “ The ego and 
the non-ego are both posited by the ego itself ; ” in other 
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words, the relative and conscious tgo^ and its counter- 
part, the non-ego implied by consciousness, both owe 
their existence to the fact that the absolute ego becomes 
conscious of itself. Hence these are posited in and by 
the absolute ego. 

The absolute ego is thus the one primitive existence, 
and, as such, must be absolutely free. Hence, in be- 
coming conscious, the ego, by a free act, creates the 
whole contents of its consciousness — the modified ego 
and the non-ego together. The non-ego of Fichte thus 
assumes the position which in the Kantian philosophy 
was occupied by the tlimg in itself, being not the object 
of consciousness, but the supposed reality beyond ; and 
this supposed reality is itself shown to possess only a 
secondary and derivative existence, bein^ postulated to 
account for the fact of consciousness ; which fact itself 
is the result of the self-determination of the absolute 
ego. 

The error of this system (an error shared by most of 
the subsequent developments of German metaphysics) 
is, that it attempts to explain arid account for the pri- 
mitive dualism of consciousness, instead of accepting 
this fact as the principle from which the explanations 
of philosophy must take their start. Hence we have the 
contradictory ideas of an ego absolutely free, and yet 
compelled to posit the existence of a non-ego. The ego, 
we are told, strives to realise its own freedom. How 
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came that freedom ever to be impaired or to need realisa- 
tion ? Does anything ever freely operate to its o\ra de- 
terioration ? Or rather, we may ask, does not freedom 
itself imply consciousness ? Is it not a self-contradic- 
tion to suppose a free agent unconscious of its own free- 
dom? The philosophy which starts from the single 
being of God is presumptuous enough and deals suffi- 
ciently with the incomprehensible. But Kchte’s system, 
in making the ego the first*principle of all things, leaves 
no room for the distinct existence of a Deity ; and hence 
Eichte is compelled to confess that he knows no other 
God than the moral order of things.* In this unsatis- 
&ctory position the absolute ego is compelled to give 
way to a higher idea ; andothus Fichte’s later philoso- 

• * t 

phy, while retaining its original terminology, virtually 

« 

passes over to a new position, in which he had been 
already anticipated by Schelling. • ^ 

The rival theories of Schelling and Hegel present 
the most perfect specimens, from two opposite points of 
view, of a system of metaphysics constructed, not merely 
independently of, bub in direct opposition to, the laws of 
consciousness. The ego a£d non-ego of Fichte, in their 
original form, were entities beyond consciousness, but 
not necessarily antagonistic to it ; on the contrary, they 
were rather represented as harmonising with and ex- 

* Udter dm Qrvmd WMerea Olauhem an eim OUtliche WeUregimmg* 
Werhe^ Yol» Vi p* 186. 
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plainmg consciousness itseli But as thus implied by, 
and yet not given in, consciousness, they necessarily 
remained unknown and unknowable. Consciousness 
might, perhaps, justify the inference thM they are ; but 
it could not possibly inform us whai they are. The en- 
tities of Fichte were thus, though arrived at by a differ- 
ent process, virtually the same as those of the older 
metaphysicians — the unknown subjects or causes of 
sensible or intellectual phenomena. To make the Beal 
an object of science, it was necessary that it should be 
directly given or revealed to intelligence : — there must 
be an absolute Knowing to answer to the absolute Being. 
Philosophy must postulate not merely an object of know- 
ledge beyond consciousness^but a manner of knowledge 
above it; and this was attempted in two ways — by 
ScheUing, from the side of the presentative faculties ; 
and by Hegel the representative. The 

former based his philosophy on the fiction of an intel- 
lectual intuition emancipated from the conditions of 
space and time ; the latter on that of a logical reason 
emancipated from the laws of thotight. 

In the philosophy of ScHfeUing the ego is stripped of 
even the small remnant of personality which it retained 
in the original scheme of Fichte. That which in Fichte s 
system appears as an abstract self, modified in no parti- 
cular manner, but susceptible of modification in any, 
becomes, from Sohelling’s point of view, abstract intel- 
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ligence in general, having no personality, but capable of 
becoming personaL In Fichte’s system, the absolute ego 
creates the several modes and objects of its own con- 
sciousness. In Schelling’s, the absolute intelligence, by 
a free act, creates its own personality, with its modes on 
the one side and the material world or system of nature 
on the other.* Thus the object, which in Fichte’s 
system is posited by the subject, becomes in Schelling’s 
identified with it ; subject' and object being meiged in 
the Absolute, which in its own nature is the indifference 
of the two, and which creates the distinction by becom- 
ing conscious of itself. ’f* The system js thus at the same 
time realism and idealism : the world of things and the 
world of thought Me bu<j two opposite aspects of one 
and the same being, manifesting itself without or with 
consciousness, t The human reason is identical with the 
divine ; and philosophy is the reproduction of creation, 
or rather is creation itself ; for the philosophy of the 
absolute is above the condition of time : it is not an 
imitation or repetition of the divine thought, but the 
divine thought itseK developed into consciousness. 

It is obvious to ask ho’ifr such a system, admitting it 
to be possible or even true, can be known to be possible 
or true. Can the individual man, supposing him to be 

* Ideefn, m emer Philosophie der Natv/r^ p. 9, sqq. (2d edition) \ 
Brvmy p. 57, sqq. (2d edition). 

t Idmit p. 67, sqq. ; System des trcmscefndfftdalm Idealismmt p. 480« 

t Idem, p. 64 ; System des tr, Idealismus, p. 17. 
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a phenomenon and not a reaJity, become conscious of his 
own nonentity ? The first testimony of consciousness is 
to the existence of the conscious subject : the idea of 
reality and existence arises in and by that testimony. 
Can I then, existing in consciousness, be at the same 
time conscious that I do not exist ? Can I be conscious 
and not conscious, substance and accident, reality and 
phenomenon, personally existing and merged in the ah- 
solute, at one and the same ihstant, in one and the same 
act? This Schelling’s theory virtually declares to be 
possible ; and the means by which it is accomplished is 
Intellectual Intuition. This intuition is the instrument 
and the method of philosophy: it is the process by 
which the absolute become* Qonsciojj^s of itself, by which 
the philosopher becomes conscious of hw identity with 
the absolute.* It is an act out of time, and by which 
time is constituted ; an act which is distinct from and 
above ordinary consciousness; which cannot be described 
in language or apprehended in conception ; whose results 
cannot be communicated to ordinary consciousness, and, 
of course, cannot be verified by if.'f' 

Let us grant for an insth.nt such an abnormal state 
to be possible. Let us grant even that, the state being 
above conception, it is no argument against it that its 
conception is self- contradictory and annihilates itself. 
What even then would be proved, save that one portion 
* System des tr. Idealismus, p. 60, sqq. t Ibid, pp. 69, 471. 
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of our knowledge is at variance with another, and that 
there is no arbiter to decide between them ? GogUo, ergo 
sum ; — ^the act of knowledge is an act of personal ex- 
istence : — ^this is the testimony of the normal conscious- 
ness. Cogito, ergo non mm ; — the act of knowledge is 
an act in which personal existence disappears in the ab- 
solute ; — this is the testimony of the abnormal intuition. 
Neither of these can judge the other ; for neither testi- 
mony can be translated intd the language or represented 
in the thought of the other. It is mere idle boasting for 
the would-be philosopher to assert the superiority of his 
instrument over that employed by theeest of mankind ; 
for superiority implies comparison, and comparison is an 
act of relation, and .relation 'apnihilates the absolute as 
such.* The controversy must remain undecided until a 
third faculty shall be discovered, which, being, in one 
and the same act, normal and abnormal, <conscious and 
not conscious, existent and non-existent, may embody 

' * The acute and decisive criticism of Schelling^s theory byiSir W, 

Hamilton is too valuable to be omitted in this place : — **.We cannot at 
the same moment be in the intellectual intuition and in common con- 
sciousness ; we must therefore be %ble to connect them by an act of 
memory— of recollection. But how can there be a revnemlrance of the 
absolute and its intuition ? As out of time, and'space, and relation, and 
difference, it is admitted that the absolute cannot be construed to the 
understanding. But as remembrance is only possible under the condi- 
tions of the understanding, it is consequently impossible to remember 
anything anterior to the moment when we awaken into consciousness ; 
and the clairmyance of the absolute, even granting its reality, is thus, 
after the crisis, as if it had never been (l>im^8si(mSi p. 28). 
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in one process the results of intellectual intuition and 
ordinary consciousness, and examine them on common 
principles before a common tribunal. 

Something like this union of aU contradictories is 
proclaimed in the Logical Idea of Hegel, the supreme 
principle of aU truth and of all reality.* The method 
of Hegel commenced by attempting to justify the as- 
sumption of Schelling, and ended by superseding it. 
While admitting, as substantially true, the fundamental 
principle of Schelling's philosophy, the unity of subject 
and object in the Absolute, Hegel protests decidedly 
against the methpd by which, according to ScheUing’s 
theory, this principle is apprehended. The intellectua] 
intuition, which is demanded as the condition of aU 
philosophy, is a faculty which any individual may or 
may not possess. The philosophy of Schelling thus ap- 
pears to demand, Us its condition, a special artistic talent 

* In the words of Hegel himself, “Die Idee kann als Subjekt-Ob- 
jekt, als die Einheit des Ideellen nnd Reellen, des Endlichen und Un- 
endlichen, der Seele und des Leibs, als die Moglichkeit, die ihre Wirk- 
lichkeit an ihr selbst hat, as das, dessen Hatur nur als existirend 
begriffen werden kann u.s.f, gefasst werden, well in ihr alle Verhaltnisse 
des Verstandes, aber in ihrer uneildlickken Biickkehr und Identitat 
in sich enthalten sind ” (Mcyklqpddu, sec. 214). In the words of his 
disciple and expositor, Michelet : — “Die Idee ist als Werden, die Ein- 
heit yon Sein und Nichts, als Unendliches, die]Einheit des Etwas und 
seines Andem ; Wesen und Erscheinung, Form und Materie, Inneres 
und Aeusseres, Moglichkeit und Wirklichkeit, Allgemeines und Beson- 
deres, u.8.f. sind ebenso darin zur Identitat gekommen’* (Geschichte der 
Utssten Systeme der Philoeophie, yoI. il p. 745). 
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or genius, an accidental gift of good luck. But philo- 
sophy must, from its nature, be capable of becoming 
common to aU men; for it is based upon thought, and 
thought is the characteristic of man as man.* - But the 
logical process which Hegel announces as common to 
all men is at least as far removed from the conditions 
of normal intelligence as the extraordinary endowment 
demanded by Schelling. The postulate upon which the 
entire system rests — the identity of thought and being — 
is constantly asserted, but never proved ; and this as- 
sumed identity necessitates a conception of thought not 
only distinct from, but at variance with, the evidence of 
consciousness. Thought in consciousness is manifested 
in the form of successive modifications of the personal 

self — ^relative, determinate, special states of my indivi- 
« 

dual existence. Thought in the system of Hegel is 
represented as an impersonal, absolute, indeterminate, 
universal, unconscious substance, determining itself in 
opposed and yet identical modifications, becoming all 
things, constituting the essence of all things, and attain- 
ing to consciousness mly in man. Consciousness is 
thus the accident, not the essence, of thought ; and the 
unconscious process of the idea in nature is regarded as 
fundamentally one with the conscious development of 
human intelligence. Hegel’s famous theory of the 
identity of contradictions derives its whole plausibility 
* OeachiMe der PhiUmplm, Werke, vol. xv. f . 692. 
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fifom a twofold confusion — of thought with being, and 
of identity with coesistence. In consciousness, two 
identical thoughts are undistinguishable from each 
other; and as consciousness is only possible as a cogni- 
tion of differences, it follows that a system of identical 
determinations of consciousness is tantamount to the 
annihilation of all consciousness. The possibility of 
consciousness, therefore, implies the coexistence of op- 
posites ; but, for the very reason that there is coexist- 
ence, there is not identity. Any special modification of 
consciousness is discerned to be that which it is by being 
distinguished froigi that which it is not; and in this 
manner consciousness is only possible on the condition 
of a relation, not merely between subject and object, but 
between a plurality of objects opposed to each other. 
But, in order that these opposite objects should be re- 
garded as identical, or rather as constituent elements of 
one and the same reality, it is necessary that the notion 
or thmg in itself should be represented, not as a single 
object of consciousness, but as an unperceived substra- 
tum, which underlies the relation* between the two op- 
posed objects, and out of which they mutually spring 
as distinct sides of one and the same reality. Being is 
thus no longer identical with thought; or rather the 
term thought is used in an equivocal sense, to denote 
consciousness and unconsciousness at the same time. 
But it is nowhere explained how this abstract thought 
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caa exist independently of a thinking mind ; nor how, 
supposing it to exist, and supposing the philosopher to 
become conscious of its existence, his consciousness is 
thereby identified with the object of which he is con- 
scious. 

The method of Hegel is sometimes described as an 
attempt to re-think the great thougM of creation ;* the 
philosopher being supposed to place himself at the point 
at which the Divine mind developed itsdf into finite 
existences, and to repeat that development in the pro- 
cess of his own system. This supposition is sufficiently 
presumptuous; but, as usually understood, it by no 
means expresses the full pretensions of Hegel’s theory. 
Creation, in the Hegelian, point of view, does not im- 
ply a creator, nor thought a thinker. Instead of com- 
mencing with Grod, as the beginning of all existence, 
this philosophy commences with ^ro« The notion, 
whose development constitutes the process alike of ex- 
istence and of thought, is pure Being, which is identical 
with pure Nothing.f The union of being and nothing 

<t 

* “ Den Grosflen Gedanken der Schopfang nock einmal zu denken.” 
Snch, according to Hegel’s editor, Michelet, is the true hnsiness of 
philosophy. “ In der That,” he continues, “was konnen wir Anderes 
wollen, wenn wir uber die Natur philosophiren, als das intelligible Wesen 
der Natur, die zeugenden Ideen derselben, aus dem Innem unseres Geist- 
68 denkend zu reproduciren ?” (Hegel’s Werke^ vol. vii. Editor’s Preface.) 

t “Das Se3m, das unbestiminte Unmittelbare est in der That Nichts, 
und nicht mehr noch weniger als Nichts. . . . Nichts ist dieselbe 
^timmung, oder vielmehr Bestinunungslosigkeit, und damit iiberhaupt 
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constitutes Becoming ; * and from becoming proceeds all 
determinate existence. The Hegelian process may thus 
be described as a creation of the Deity no less than 
of the world ; for it recogniseB the existence of no Deity 
distinct from the world. But the philosopher, though 
aspiring to construct the imiverse, is virtually compelled 
to assume a prior universe as his foundation. Though 
he will not postulate a mover, he is compelled to postu- 
late motion. The pure .being, which is also pure 
nothing, has a power of self-development.f How this 
process takes place; or how pure nonentity can con- 
tain a principle of self-development ; or how, if being 
and nothing are absolutely one and the same, they can 
at the same time be two gl^ments tyiited together; or 
how the union of the identical with the .identical can 
form a compound distinct from its factor or factors — 
these points Hegel* has omitted to explain. 

There is a germ of truth in Hegel’s opening paradox, 
“Pure being is pure nothing,” if it be understood as 
applied, where alone we have any data for applying it, 
to the necessary limitations of human thought. The 

t 

dasselbe, was das reine Seyn ist” (Hegel, Logik^ b. i. cbap. 1 ; Cf. 
Encyklopiidief sec. 87). 

* “ Das Nicbts ist als dieses unmittelbare, sicb selbstgleicbe, ebenso 
tQngekebrt dasselbe, was das Seyn ist. Die wahrheit des Seyns, so wie 
des Hicbts, ist daber^die Einbeit beider ; diese Einbeit ist das Werdefn^ 
{Encykt sec. 88 ; Of. Logiki b. i c. i.) 

t See tbe criticism of Trendelenburg, Logische Untersuchurigm^ 
voL i c. ii. 
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conceptions of man are limited to the finite and deter- 
minate ; we can conceive existence only under the con- 
ditions of relation and difference, as this particular kind 
of existence, distinguished from others. The conception 
of being in general which is no being in particular, is 
thus, to human intelligence, no conception at all: it 
indicates only the absence of any definite object of 
thought, and consequently of any power of thinking. 
But to convert this negation of the relative into an 
affirmation of the absolute, is to go beyond the ancient 
sophist, to make man’s ignorance, instead of his know- 
ledge, the measure of all things, and. thus to dogmatise 
on no other grounds than the absence of all materials 
for dogmatism, j^d eyen^this apotheosis of human 
impotence does not guarantee the fundamental assump- 
tion of the system j for if being is the same as non- 
being, and if being and thought are dncf thought is also 
identical with the negation of thought ; and the absolute 
thinking, which is absolute existence, is, by the same 
argument, no thinking at alL 

OF THE SYSTEM OF HEEBABT. 

The Idealist Systems of Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, 
while differing considerably in their details, were 
characterised by one common principla They all 
sought to escape from the phenomenal and relative 
character of the products of consciousness, by placii^ 
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real being in an unity above consciousness. In antago- 
nism to these, another offshoot of the Kantian criticism, 
the Eealism of Herbart, sought to attain the same end 
by means of a plurality below consciousness. The one 
attempted to generalise beyond the limits of thought ; 
the other, to individualise beyond the limits of sense. 
According to Herbart, all the original notions which we 
form of the objects presented to us by experience, 
whether as regards extern^ (5r internal phenomena, are, 
upon examination, found to involve contradictions, and 
thus to condemn themselves as inconceivable. The 
office of Metaphysics is so to modify these notions as to 
remove the contradictions, and thus to reconcile the 
testimony of experience, ^th thg requirements of 
thought.* To attain this end, Herbart hq^ recourse to a 
modified form of Leibnitz’s theory of monads, f The 
phenomena of experience are regarded as dependent on 
the mutual relations of a number of real or absolute 
beings, simple, unextended in space, and subject to no 

succession in time, and thus without parts and without 

• 

* **Die Metapliysik hat keine ^andre Bestimmung, als die nam- 
lichen Begriffe, welche die Erfahrung ihr aufdringt, denkbar zu machen^’ 
(LiMuchzuT EinUUung in die Philosophie, sec. 149). 

t ** Herbai-t,’* says Trendelenburg, ‘‘has recourse, on the one side, 
to the Eleatics, and, on the other, to Leibnitz. From the former he 
acknowledges the pure conception of existence, but denies that existence 
is one. From the latter he accepts the plurality of existences, but re- 
fuses to endow the monads with a plurality pf attributes** (Ueber 
Herha/f^3 MetaphysHc, p. 6). 
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change. We are thus, he thinks, enabled to avoid the 
fundamental contradiction of experience, with which all 
philosophy has to struggle — the antagonism between 
the One and the Many ; we escape from the paradox of 
maintaining that the same thing can consist simulta- 
neously of various elements, or exist successively in 
various states. Every real being is simple in itself, 
though different one from another : the world of sen- 
sible experience is but on^ aggregate of phenomena, 
resulting from the mutual attraction and repulsion of 
insensible units ; and the principle which pervades the 
whole is the effort of each unit for saff-conservation. 

Among many merits of detail it is impossible to 
overlook the weaJpiess qf‘' Herbart’s fundamental as- 
sumption. His system, by deriving the known world 
of relations from an unknown world of absolute beings, 
postulates ignorance as its starting>pouit, and makes 
philosophy dependent on an assumption whose only 
guarantee is that we have no means of verifying it. 
The existence of the supposed world of realities is un- 
known ; for it confessedly lies beyond the limits of 
experience; and mere thought does not prove the 
reality of its object. Its relation to the world of phe- 
nomena is unknown; for the knowledge of a relation 
implies the knowledge of both correlatives. Its exist- 
ence is assumed in order to solve certain supposed 
contradictions; and the assumption itself introduces 



ONTOLOGY. 


319 


other contradictioiis ; for the coneeptions of extension 
composed of unextended elements, and of attraction 
and repulsion out of time and space, are in appearance 
no less contradictory than those which they pretend to 
explain, and labour under the additional difficulty that 
they are not even apparently warranted by experience. 
The real world of Herbart is thus reduced to the 
condition of an occult cause — an ens raJtwum — 
which might perhaps be shewn to exist had we the 
faculties requisite for discerning it; but which, upon 
the same supposition, might equally be shown not to 
exist ; and which, to our present faculties, is encum- 
bered with apparent contradictions which render the 
latter conclusion the more pjobablq of the two. The 
theory solves none of the difficulties which give rise to 
it, but only conjectures that, under certain possible 
conditions of sujferhuman knowledge, they might be 
soluble; — a very legitimate position, if it were pro- 
posed as resting not on reason but on faith — not as 
explaining difficulties, but as bidding us rest content 
without explanation — ^not as the basis of a theory, but 
as a reason why theories ^re inadmissible. Let us 
grant, for the moment, Herbart’s assertion that our in- 
tuition of objects in space and time is at variance 
with the laws of thought. It is no solution of the con- 
tradiction to reply that there may possibly be a super- 
human intuition of objects out of space and time, and 



320 


METAPHYSICS. 


that, if we had such an intuition, there might perhaps 
be no variance. For we do not know that such an in- 
tuition is possible ; and we do not know that, if it were 
possible, it might not present still greater variance. 
And so long as there is variance, what right has one of 
the adverse faculties of our nature to demand the sub- 
mission of the other? Why should experience give 
way to thought, rather than thought to experience? 
“Which is the wiser ‘h^re — justice or iniquity?” 
Which element of our nature testifies to the real, and 
which to the phenomenal ? 

or THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE ABSOLUTE IN GENERAL. 

This brief surv<jy of tbd principal ontological systems 
of modern Qennany, the only country in which the 
study of Ontology proper has been zealously pursued in 
recent times, may, it is hbped, be of some use in clear- 
ing the field of discussion, and in bringing the great 
problem of philosophy under certain definite conditions, 
under which alone its solution can be attempted with a 
reasonable hope of success. In abstruse speculations of 
this character we learn almost as much &om the chart 
which tells us of rocks and shoals to be avoided, as from 
the compass which points out the direction in which we 
ought to steer ; and the study of the Philosophy of the 
Absolute is at least serviceable in eliminating dements 
foreign to the investigation of the truth, and in teachiiig 
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us, as Hegel himself said of the Newtonian optics, the 
' manner in which metaphysical inquiries ought not to 
be pursued. Various and conflicting as are the theories 
of modern German philosophy, one common error may be 
detected as pervading all of them — that of identifying 
Eeality with the Absolute or Unconditioned. Instead 
of examining the conception of the real as it is formed 
under the necessary conditions of human thought, and 
inquiring what is the object which corresponds to the 
conception so conditioned, they assume at the outset 
that real existence means existence dependent upon 
nothing but itsel:^ and that the conception of real exist- 
ence is a conception determined by no antecedent. 
Ontology is thus the absolute knowledge of absolute 

being ; and, from this point of view, being and know- 

■> 

ledge are necessarily one and the same thing ; for if the 
object known is distinct from the act of knowing, the 
latter, to be valid, must conform itself to the nature of 
the former, and thus becomes relative and subject to 
conditions. Absolute knowledge is thus possible only 
on the condition that the mind, 'in the act of thought, 
creates the objects about which it thinks ; — or rather, 
that the act of thought itself creates its own object and 
subject ; for we clearly renounce m limine all pretension 
to absolute knowledge, if we admit that the act of 
knowing is in any degree dependent on the prior con- 
stitution either of a mind which thinks, or of a thing 


Y 
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about which it thinks. The Philosophy of the Absolute 
thus admits of a twofold refutation ; in the consequences 
to which it leads, and in the premises from which it 
starts. In its consequences it admits of no alterna- 
tives but Atheism or Pantheism ; atheism, if the abso- 
lute reality or creative thought is identified with 
myself; pantheism, if it is identified with anything 
beyond myself. Subjective Absolutism, or Egoism, pos- 
tulates seK as the primitive reality on which all things 
depend, and acknowledges no God distinct from self 
and its modifications. Objective Absolutism regards 
personality itself as a phenomenal manifestation of some 
higher reality, which alone is truly existent, and to 
which it gives the ^name, jrat not the nature, of God.’ 
Religion is equally annihilated under both suppositions ; 
for if there is no God, whom are we to worship ? and if 
all things are God, who is to worship him ? Morality 
is equally annihilated under both suppositions ; for if 
I am the Absolute, I create my own moral duties, and 
cannot be required to, conform to any standard inde- 
pendent of myseK ; aUd if I am a mode of the Divine 
Being, my actions flow &oih the self-determinations of 
the Deity, and are all equally necessary and equally 
divine. The premises from which these consequences 
issue are equally untenable with the consequences 
themselvea The primary testimony of consciousness 
affirms the distinct existence of an and a non-ego, 
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related to and limiting each other. I know myself as - 
existing in the midst of certain phenomena, which I 
did not create, and can only partially control. Pan- 
theism contradicts the first ^ement of consciousness, by 
denying the real existence of myself. Egoism contra- 
dicts the second element, by denying the real existence 
of anything distinct from myself. But if the testimony 
of consciousness on this point is false, how can I assume 
that it is true in any secondary and derived modifica- 
tion ? How do I know that the very language of the phi- 
losopher of the absolute means what it appears to mean, 
or that my conviction of the truth of his system is not 
itself an evidence of its falsehood? Nay, how do I 
know that there is any phUosophy of the absolute at all, 
or that the book in which, seeming to be myself, I seem 
to read it, has any contents, or communicates any 
knowledge, or is £Ridressed totany reader ? 

OF THE CONDITIONS NECESSARY TO THE EXISTENCE OF 
ONTOLOGY. 

V 

Philosophy commences with doubt ; and doubt is a 
state of consciousness. It Is necessary, therefore, that 
the object of Ontology, as a branch of philosophy, should 
be one to whose existence, at least in idea, consciousness 
bears positive testimony. This is not the case with the 
Unconditioned, to the existence of which consciousn^s 
only negatively testifies, in so far as contradictory 
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notions naturally suggest each other. The conceivable 
suggests the inconceivable; the real, the unreal; the 
possible, the impossible; and the conditioned, the un- 
conditioned. To assume ^from this suggestion alone 
that we have a distinct conception of the unconditioned, 
or that there is a distinct reality answering to, or iden- 
tical with, that conception, is as unwarrantable as to 
assume on the same grounds the reality of the unreal 
or the conceivability of the mconceivable. Thought is 
positive in so far as it represents an actual intuition ; 
and two opposite objects, which can be both presented 
intuitively, may be both conceived reiflectively, whether 
the terms by which the conceptions are denoted are 
positive or negative, contiarp^ or contradictory. But, 
without a corresponding intuition, positive thought is 
impossible; and the intellectual intuition of Schelling is 
thus a necessary condition of the existence of any Philo- 
sophy of the Absolute. Unfortunately for the Absolute, 
the intellectual intuition is a state of mind to whose 
existence consciousness does not and cannot testify ; — 
nay, which it distinctly and positively declares to be 
impossible. ^ 

It is thus indispensable for the metaphysician, before 
commencing an inquiry into the nature of the Real, to 
ask what is the actual conception of the Real which 
consciousness furnishes ; and what is the evidence on 
which we assert the existence of a corresponding object. 
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It may be that the facts of consciousness present nothing 
but phenomena, and that the real is merely suggested by 
language as the negation of the phenomenal ; or it may 
be that some of the facts d£ consciousness exhibit cer- 
tain characteristics, which indicate a higher amount of 
reality than can be assigned to others. Is the notion of 
the real positive or negative? and if it is positive, in 
what acts of consciousness do we find the corresponding 
intuition ? When we have answered these questions, we 
shall have succeeded at least in confining the problem 
of Ontology within definite limits : we shall have indi- 
cated the field of pearch, if we do not go so far as to dis- 
cern the object. But the testimony of consciousness is 
clearer on the negative side than on the positive. It 
will assist our inquiry considerably if we can first ascer- 
tain, from the decisive evidence of consciousness, what 
the Real of whiclt we are in pursuit is not, 

OF THEORIES OF THE REAL NOT FOUNDED ON 
CONSCIOUSNESS. 

In the first place, the Real of Consciousness is not the 
Kantian Din-g an sick, or thing as its exists in its own 
nature, out of all relation to the human mode of perceiv- 
ing it. Consciousness is given to us as the product of 
two factors, on both of which it is equally dependent, — 
the constitution of the person apprehending and that of 
the thing apprehended. If either of these were changed. 
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the result might be something totally different from 
its present appearance. In mathematical language, the 
result of consciousness is a function of the subject and 
the object together, and iMst be regarded as variable 
with the variation of either. To attain to a knowledge 
of a thing in itself out of relation to our faculties, it 
would be necessary to apprehend the thing with a new 
set of faculties, retaining at the same time a perfect 
recollection of our formeij^ mental constitution and its 

f 

results, in order to separate what is relative and depend- 
ent on the existing constitution of the human mind 
from what is absolute and common j;o other orders of 
intelligent beings. It is manifest, therefore, that the 
real, in this sense of the term, represents nothing which 
can by any possibility be presented in consciousness. 

In the second place, the Eeal of Consciousness is not 
the Absolute which has ireigned supreme in German 
philosophy since the time of Kant ; — that is to say, an 
unconditioned first being which exists in and by itself, 
and does not imply th§^ prior or simultaneous existence 
of anything else. This has been already shown in our 
previous remarks on this* theory, which exhibits its 
antagonism to the primitive dualism of consciousness in 
which self and not-self mutually imply each other, and, 
consequently, in which neither of them is the absolute. 
It is also sufficiently shown by the admission of the 
absolutist philosophers themselves, who, by basing their 
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systems on a supposed form of knowledge beyond, and 
even contradictory to, consciousness, virtually confess 
that the absolute has no existence in consciousness. 
The contempt with which t1^ majority of German critics 
almost invariably mention \he name of Dualism is a 
proof, among many others, of the necessity which they 
feel of lifting the standard of philosophy in opposition 
to the authority of consciousness. 

In the third place, the Eeal of Consciousness is not 
the Substance or Matter of an earlier school of metaphysi- 
cians ; that is to say, the insensible substratum of sensible 
qualities, viewed by itself, apart from those attributes by 
which it is made known to experience. We may not 
commence our inquiries wjth the assumption that the 
shape, the colour, the smell, and otlier sensible qualities 
of a rose are one thing, and that the rose*itself, the thing 
possessing thq, qualities, is another. “ The idea,” says 
Locke, “ to which we give the general name substance, 
being nothing but the supposed, but unknown support 
of those qualities we find exi^ng, which we imagine 
cannot subsist sine re substante^^^ithout something to 
support them, we call that# support substantia ; which, 
according to the true import of the word, is, in plain Eng- 
lish, standing wnder or upholding “I perceive,” says 
Eeid, " in a billiard-ball, figure, colour, and motion ; but 
the ball is not figure, nor is it colour, nor motion, nor all 
* Es8(xy, b. iL chap, xxiii. sec. 2. 
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these taken together; it is something that has figure, 
and colour, and motion. This is a dictate of nature, and 
the belief of all mankind.”* Without attempting at 
present to anticipate the neo^sary inquiry into the vali- 
dity of that law of belief which apparently compels us 
to refer a plurality of attributes to a single subject, we 
may safely assert that the notion of such a subject, as a 
being distinct from its attributes, is utterly empty and 
meaningless ; and that no fuch being can be the object 
of metaphysical research. Consciousness does not testify 
that such a being'exists or is conceivable ; — nay, such a 
testimony would be impossible without the annihilation 
of consciousness itself. For consciousness is possible 

only under the condition of* difference. I can be con- 

€* • « 

scious of an object, as such, only by being conscious of 
it as distinguisfied from other objects ; and this distinc- 
tion is only possible by moans of the Apgcial attributes 
which the object possesses. Deprive the billiard-ball of 
its figure and colour, and all other sensible qualities, and 
do the same to the tal^ on which it stands ; and how 
is the ball to be distinguished from the table? The 
residuum, if there is any, isi neither the ball as a ball, 
nor the table as a table, nor any one thing as distin- 
guishable from any other thing, nor an object of con- 
sciousness as distinguished from the subject. It is the 
vague and empty notion of being in general which is no 
* InUlUotiLal Powers^ Essay ii. cliap. xix. 
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being in particular — ^pure existence, which is identical, 
so far as human thought is concerned, with pure nothing. 
Things can be distinguished from each other only by 
their attributes ; and to beVf onscious of a thing apart 
from its attributes, is to be conscious of a difference with 
no difference to be conscious of. '‘The knowledge of 
pure substance distinct from its qualities,” says M. 
Cousin, “is impossible, for the simple reason that no 

such substance exists. Eveiy real being is of such or 

• 

such a kind ; it is either this or that. If it is real, it is 
determinate ; and to be determinate is to possess certain 
manners of being, transitory and accidental, or constant 
and essential The knowledge of being in itself is there- 
fore not only forbidden to the human mind, but is con- 

» • • 

trary to the nature of things.”* Whether the existence 
of a thing distinct from any and all of its attributes be, 
as Eeid says, a,^«tate of nature or not ; at any rate, in 
the instance which he adduces, it is not presented as a 
fact of consciousness, but inferred from the presence of 
the attributes ; and, in maintaii^g the veracity of the 
facts of consciousness themselves, we do not therefore 
maintain the validity of all the inferences to which those 
facts appear to lead. What is the exact fact upon which 
this inference is grounded, the principle on which it is 
made, and the amount of credit due to it, we shall endea- 
vour to show hereafter by an examination of conscious- 
* Histoire de la ThiloBophU Morale au dix-huitUme sUcle^ Le^on xii 
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ness itself. For the present, it is sufficient to say that 
the fact, whatever it may be, is not a direct cognition of 
the existence of a substratum of material attributes. 

It thus appears that me celebrated hypothesis of 
Bishop Berkeley, so far as^t merely denies the existence 
of matter, is not in any way contrary to common-sense 
(if by common-sense is meant the direct evidence of 
consciousness) ; inasmuch as it only denies that con- 
cerning which consciousness offers no evidence at alL 
For matter, in Berkeley’s sense, does not mean anything 
which can be perceived by the senses ; but only, as 
Locke defines it, “ the supposed, but^ imknown support 
of those qualities we find existing.” “ I do not argue,” 
says the bishop, “ against the existence of any one thing 

that we can apprehend either by sense or reflection. 
( 

That the things I see with mine eyes and touch with 
my hands do exist, really exist, I make not the least 
question. ... If the word substance be taken, in the 
vulgar sense, for a combination of sensible qualities, 
such as extension, soli^ty, weight, and the like, this we 
cannot be accused of taking away. But if it be taken 
in a philosophic sense, for* the swpport of accidents or 
qualities without the mind, then, indeed, I acknowledge 
that we take it away, if one can be said to take away 
that which never had any existence, not even in the 
imagination.”* And had Berkeley confined himself to 
* Principles of Emuin Knowledge, xxxv. xrsvii. 
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the sceptical side of the question — had he contented 
himself with maintaining that we have no evidence for 
asserting that matter, in this sense of the term, has any 
existence — ^he would have Wd no more than the testi- 
mony of consciousness fuUy warrants. But when he 
went a step beyond this, and not only doubted the exist- 
ence of matter but asserted its non-existence, he tran- 
scended the evidence of consciousness on the negative 
side, as much as his opponei^ts did on the positive If 
consciousness says nothing about the existence of mat- 
ter at all, we are equally incompetent to affirm or to 
deny. The sceptic, so long as he remains a mere scep- 
tic, is unassailable ; the dogmatist, whether in affirma- 
tion or in negation, equally; dogmatises on the ground 

t • » 

of his own ignorance. But, in admitting one portion of 
Berkeley’s theory as perfectly tenable, we do not there- 
fore accept his entire system of idealism. It is quite 
possible to take an intermediate course ; to admit, with 
Berkeley, that we have no right to assert the existence 
of any other kind of matter thai^hat which is presented 
in consciousness ; but to deny Hs other main position, 
that we are conscious only of our own ideas. If, in any 
mode of consciousness whatever, an external object is 
directly presented as existing in relation to me, that ob- 
ject, though composed of sensible qualities only, is given 
as a material substance, existing as a distinct reality, 
and not merely as a mode of my own mind. And to 
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this extent the arguments of Beid and his followers, 
however inaccurate their analysis of consciousness may 
be in some of its details, are valid against idealism. 

The antagonism of the ^cottish philosophers to the 
theory of Berkeley arose more on account of its sup- 
posed remote consequences, than of its immediate con- 
clusiona It was supposed to furnish a legitimate found- 
ation for the scepticism of Hume, who argued against 

the existence of mind on ,the same grounds on which 

< 

Berkeley had denied the existence of matter. Within 
myself, he urged, I am conscious only of impressions 
and ideas, as in external sensation I am conscious only 
of extension, figure, and so forth. The substance called 
mind may therefore be a meire fiction, imagined for the 

c * • 

support of the internal states of which I am conscious, 
< 

just as the substance called matter is imagined for the 
support of sensible qualities.* But, in order that this 
conclusion may legitimately follow from Berkeley’s prin- 
ciples, we must concede an additional premise, which 
Berkeley by no means a^its,'t namely, that the evidence 
of consciousness in relation to matter and to mind is of 

* See Treatise of Hwman Nature, part iv. secs. 6, 6. 
t In tlie tliird dialogue between Hylas and Philonous, Berkeley 
expressly says — I know or am conscious of my own being ; and that I 
myself am not my ideas, but somewhat else, a thinking, active principle, 
that perceives, knows, wills, and operates about ideas.” Here he dis- 
tinctly denies the position of Locke, and refutes by anticipation Hume’s 
deduction from his own principles. 
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precisely the same character. If, as Locke maintained, 
and as the antagonists of Hume allowed, we have no 
immediate consciousness of self, hut only of its several 
modes, the sceptical concluVion necessarily follows ; and 
Hume, as a professed sceptm, had nothing to do with 
correcting the received dogmas of philosophy, but only 
with exhibiting their ultimate consequences. Those 
consequences can only be refuted if, by a more exact 
analysis of the facts of consciousness, it can be shown 
that the personal self, as the one permanent subject of 
various successive modes, is directly represented in intui- 
tion along with its several affections. But this analysis 
neither Reid nor Stewart attempted; and the conse- 
quence was, that in their hands the sceptical argument 
remained, in its main positions, unrefuted. 

In the fourth place, it may be shown, by the same 
consideration, -that the Real of Consciousness is not the 
First Matter of the peripatetic philosophy ; that is to say, 
an universal substratum, common to all objects of sense, 
and subject to the changes of f^m which constitute this 
or that definite object.* Thismrst matter is, indeed, 
nothing more than the mutter of the last hypothesis, 
stripped of some of its more glaring incongruities, but 
not thereby made more accessible to consciousness. 
The theory of a first matter avoids, indeed, the absurdity 

* Aristotle, Fhya. Ause. I 7. Compare Harris, PhOotophiaa 
Arrangemenis, chap. ir. 
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of saying that any one particular thing, such as a bil- 
liard-ball, is something distinct from its own sensible 
qualities ; but the supposition which it assumes instead 
— that of a subject which ^all things in capacity, and 
nothing actually — is only^a more logical negation of 
all difference and therefore of all consciousness; for 
consciousness is possible only through difference. The 
psychological value of the axiom on which this theory 
apparently rests — namely, ;that aU things are changed, 
and nothing created or destroyed ; so that the quantity 
of real matter in the world can never be conceived as 
increased or diminished — has been examined in a pre- 
vious passage ; but even if a greater amount of truth be 
assigned to this prmciple,than our previous remarks 
have accorded to it — whether it be regarded as a law 
or merely as an impotence of mind — it is at any rate a 
phenomenon of mind and*not of matte»; it can be ex- 
plained on psychological grounds only ; and it presents 
no fact in the constitution of things, but only a mode of 
our conceiving them, ^nless the truth of that concep- 
tion can be guaranteed by a positive intuition of its 
object, which in this case* is impossible, we axe not 
warranted in elevating a mere consciousness of the limit 
of our own powers of thought into* a measure of the 
conditions of all possible existence. 

In the fifth place, the Beal of Consciousness, so far 
as the material world is concerned, is not to be found in 
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the simple Elements into which bodies may be ulti- 
mately resolved. It does not express any metaphysical 
distinction to say that what appears to be air is in 
reality oxygen and nitrogek; or that water, ice, and 
steam are but different app^rances of the same ele- 
mentary particles. This is perfectly true as a physical 
fact, but it contributes nothing towards the solution of 
any problem of metaphysics. The chemical element, as 
well as the compound, is an oj3ject of sense, and its pre- 
sence must be tested by sensible criteria. If, then, there 
is any apparent antagonism between sense and thought ; 
if there is any rooip for doubt whether what sense re- 
gards as a reality independent of myself, thought may 
not resolve into a transitory ,affection of my own mind ; 
such a doubt is equally possible whether the object of 
sense be more or less minute, whether its presence be 
manifested by the immediate evidence of sight, or by the 
indirect test of experiment. In one respect, indeed, the 
chemical element has less of the character of a real ob- 
ject than the compound into wh5^ it enters ; inasmuch 
as its presence must frequently be inferred rather than 
perceived — detected in its effects on something else, not 
in its own proper nature. There will still remain the 
question. What is the tkinff itself y as distinguished from 
the test by which we discover its presence on particular 
occasions ? 

In like manner, it may be shown, lastly, that the 
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metaphysical question is in no way simplified by any 
theory, such as that of Boscovich, which regards the 
senses as immediately cognisant, not of Matter in itself, 
but only of the attractive and repulsive Forces which 
one particle exercises on^ another. For the ultimate 
atoms of matter being, upon this hypothesis, never pre- 
sented in consciousness, could never have given rise to 
the distinction, which apparently exists in our minds, 
between the real and the phenomenal. That distioction 
must be suggested by something of which we are con- 
scious ; and if we are conscious only of forces, it must 
depend upon some diiference in the, forces themselves. 
The forces thus inherit aU the metaphysical difficulties 
of the matter which they ne^resent ; and we must still 
have recourse to the analysis of consciousness itself, to 

4 

determine in what manner the metaphysical doubt could 
have originated, and what are the data available for its 
solution. To inquire into the truth and value of Bosco- 
vich’s theory itself, is a question of Physics, not of 
Metaphysics. ^ 

or THE BEAL AS GiyEN IN CONSCIOTTSNESS. 

Having thus simplified the problem by the elimina- 
tion of foreign elements, we have next to inquire what 
is the positive testimony of consciousness itself, as 
regards the existence of a distinction between the 
phenomenal and the real, and how far the distinction 
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thus indicated will enable us to ascertain the nature of 
the respective objects to which it refers ; for that the 
distinction has a foundation in consciousness, however 
much its meaning may h\ve been misinterpreted, is 
manifest, if it were only from^the existence of such mis- 
interpretation, Eightly or wrongly, ’men have thought 
that such a distiftction exists — why they have thought 
so, the examination of consciousness itself can alone 
explain. 

It is necessary, in tie first place, to determine 
clearly what it is of which we are in search. We must 
know what is meant by reality, and what by wppearance, 

•3 

before we can classify the facts of consciousness as indi- 
cating one or the other. For here there is an ambi- 
guity which, if not clearecf up* at the*outset, may confuse 
the whole subsequent inquiry. It is one thing to dis- 
tinguish betweqfi ^the real and the phenomenal, as ex- 
hibited in the facts of consciousness themselves ; it is 
another to determine what are really facts of conscious- 
ness and what are not. There a^e judgments which are 
sometimes supposed to rest on th^immediate testimony 
of consciousness, but which, ^ghtly interpreted, are in- 
ferences only remotely suggested by it. I think I see 
a friend at a distance ; on a nearer approach he turns 
out to be a stranger. Here the apparent testimony of 
sight Is in reality an inference pursued through many 
successive stages. In the first place, I am not really 
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conscious by sight of the presence of a distant object at 
aU, but infer its presence from the consciousness of cer- 
tain affections of the organ of vision. In the second 
place, when I have projected by association the impres- 
sion of a certain coloured/ surface into a space exterior 
to my organism, I do not thereby know that this surface 
is a man ; this is a second inference, itnplying memory, 
and comparison, and recognition of certain specific attri- 
butes. In the third place, when I have so far obliter- 
ated these connecting-links as to fancy that I see a man, 
I do not thereby know a friend from a stranger ; this is 
another act of inference, implying memory of certain 
individual features, and comparison of them with my 
present impression. Yet all this is performed with such 
rapidity as to appear an immediate act of perception ; 
and John or Thomas is, in ordinary apprehension, as 
much an object of sight as redness or^b^ueness. 

This distinction is irrelevant to our present inquiry. 
When we ask how reality and appearance may be dis- 
tinguished from each rther by the testimony of con- 
sciousness itself, it (3 to be supposed that we have 
already ascertained what are facts of consciousness, and 
what are not. But this being granted, a second ground 
of distinction presents itself. Every fact of conscious- 
ness, as such, guarantees the existence of its object, so 
long as it is actually present But there are some facts 
of consciousness which are instinctively acknowledged 
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to indicate only the relative and transitory existence of 
their objects, and there are others which are supposed to 
imply something more th|n this. An affection of the 
nervous organism exists only as it is felt, and ceases to 
exist when it is felt no longer ; it has no independent 
existence of its own, but is a mode of my being, created 
by the act of consciousness, and ending along with it. 
But, on the other hand, all men instinctively believe, and 
will believe in spite of the ^arguments of the idealist, 
that we are immediately conscious of an external world, 
and that that world exists when we are not conscious 
of it. The impression which the sight of a mountain 
makes on my optic nerve is destroyed when I shut my 
eyes; but no man belie¥es that the mountain is 
destroyed along with it. Consciousness testifies that 
we have this belief; and on this testimony metaphy- 
sical systems have been built, which, however widely 
some of them may have wandered from the true solu- 
tion of the question, all alike prove that the question 
itself is suggested by consciousligss. 

This latter description properl^ belongs to Ontology ; 
the former to Psychology ; though, in actual discussion, 
the two have been frequently mixed together. Among 
the facts, or supposed facts, of consciousness, the im- 
pressions of the senses, from the one or the other of the 
above points of view, have been, almost from the com- 
mencement of philosophy, especially noted as indicating 
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appearance and not reality. The following may be 
cited among the arguments adduced in proof of this 
position In the first place, ^ensation is but the result 
of a transitory relation between the organ and its object ; 
— colour, for example, exists neither in the eye by itself 
nor in the visible object by itself, but is produced by 
their temporary juxtaposition.* In the second place, 
the same object presents different impressions to the 
same sense, according to the condition of the sensitive 

r 

organ itself.'f' A man with the jaundice sees all objects 
as yellow : one afflicted with colour-blindness sees as 
blue that which, in a healthy state, of the eyesight, 
appears as red: to a diseased palate the taste appears 
bitter which a sound palate receives as sweet. But if 
the abnormal state of the organs of sense produces an 

flt 

impression which is acknowledged to be apparent only, 
why should the normal state be regarded as giving a 
knowledge of reality? If the unusual appearance is 
wholly dependent on an extraordinary condition of the 
organism, is not the us^ appearance equally depend- 
ent on the ordinary wndition? And how can either 
of them represent a real object, which in itself is unaf- 
fected by any change in the condition of the person per- 
ceiving it ? In the third place, the same object presents 

* Plato, TheaietuSf pp. 168, 166. 

t Plato, TheaJUtm^ p. 169. Pyrrho wpud Laert. ix. 82. Sext. 
Empir. Pyrrh, Hyp, i. 100. 
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a different quality to different senses. An apple, for 
instance, is perceived by the sight as yellow, by the 
taste as sweet, by the smeJ. as fragrant.* If the several 
objects of sense are distinct realities, the apple is not one, 
but many ; if, on the contrary, the apple is, as we are 
compelled to conceive it, one, it follows that the impres- 
sions of the senses are not real things, but unreal appear- 
ances of that which in itself is not diverse but uniform. 
In the fourth place, the game object presents different 
impressions to the same sense, according to the different 
circumstances in which it is placed. A tower, which at 
one distance appears to the eye as square, at another 
seems to be round ; at one distance it appears larger, at 
another smaller.f But ilfe towea itself undergoes no 
change of figure or size. It is manifest therefore, that 
one at least of these impressions exhibits not that which 
is, but that whfcff seems to be ; and unless some reason 
can be assigned for preferring one to the other, we may 
reasonably conclude that both do so. In the fifth place, 
the sensible impression may ta^e^lace without the pre- 
sence of any external object by which it can be caused. 
Such is the case in dreams and spectral illusions^ in 
which we appear to see, with all the vividness of actual 

• 

* Pyrrho apvd Laert. ix. 81. Sext. Empir. Pyrrh, Myp, i. 90. C£ 
Plato, Sophistes, p. 261. 

t Pyrrho aptid Laert. ix. 86. Sext. Empir. Pyrrh. Hyp, i. 118. 
Hume, Essay on ths Academical Philosophy. 
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sight, things which have no existence except in our own 
imagination.* But if this actually takes place in some 
instances, why may it not take place in all ? By what 
criterion are we to distinguish the true from the false ; 
or how can we be sure thaf the senses present to us real 
objects^when their testimony can be so well counter- 
feited by mere phantoms ? 

These difficulties are considerably increased, if we 
adopt, with the vast majority of philosophers in ancient 
and modern times, the representative theory of percep- 
tion, and maintain that like can only take cognisance of 
like, and therefore that the mind, which is the seat of all 
consciousness, perceives through the senses not material 
objects, but only i^s owq^i^eas, by which material 
objects are represented. For how are we to guarantee 
that the idea has any resemblance to the object which it 
represents? To know that two thiri^S* resemble each 
other I must compare them together. But the material 
world, according to this hypothesis, is never perceived 
at all, and therefore cai6iot be compared with its sup- 


* Plato, ThecMuSy p. 157. apvd Laert. ix. 82. Sext. 

Empir. Pyrrh, Hyp, i. 104. We hare not noticed those arguments 
which are drawn from the comparison of one man with pother, or of 
men with brutes^. We are treating only of the distinctions indicated by 
consciousness ; and we have no access to the consciousness of any other 
creature than ourselves. A complete account of the earlier and later 
tropes of scepticism is given by Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrh, Hyp, i. 86, 164. 
See also Hegel, Qeschdchte der PhUosopTm, Werke, xiv. p. 491, 
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posed representative.* And the ideas, whether regarded 
as immaterial objects distinct from the percipient mind, 
or as modifications of tha mind itself, are called into 
existence in and by the act of perception, and have no 
existence except when they are perceived, f On this 
hypothesis we are not warranted in affirming the exist- 
ence of that of which we are never conscious ; and the 
conclusion to which it naturally leads is that which 
denies the existence of ms^fter, and makes the whole 
external world a series of phenomena dependent on the 
action of the mind. 

Such are a f$w of the grounds on which philoso- 
phers in all ages have maintained that the senses are 
the sources of deception^ iKjt of truth, and are conver- 
sant with appearance only, not with reality. And a more 
accurate acquaintance with the physiology of the sensi- 
tive organs confirms the latter part of this verdict, 
though it furnishes a defence against the former. The 
senses do not deceive us with regard to an external 
world, because, rightly interpAted, they tell us nothing 

at all about it. We are decei"v4d, not in the facts to 

• 

* Sext. Empir. Pyrrh, Hyp, il 74. Berkeley, Emian Knowledge, 
part i. sec. 8 ; Cousin, Cours de 1829, Le 9 on 21. 

t Berkeley, Human Knowledge, part i. sec. 3 ; ^logues between 
Eylaa and Phylmoua, Dial, ii Berkeley goes so far as to deduce from 
this position an argument for the being of God ; on the ground that the 
world cannot have a continuous existence, except in some continuously 
percipient mind. 
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which the senses bear witness, but in the inferences 
which we draw from them. The colour and the savour 
appear different in different states of health, because, in 
truth, as affections of the nerves of sight and taste, they 
are different in different 'conditions of the organism. 
The sensible qualities of a body are in fact, as they 
appear to be, distinct affections of the several organs ; 
and it is not sense which tells us that these different 
qualities constitute a single ,thing: The tower which 
appears to change its shape and size as we approach it, 
is not in reality the same visible object at any two steps 
of our progress. What we actually see at any moment 
is nothing but the rays of light in contact with the organ 
of vision; and every char^ge.of position places us in 
contact with a d^erent complement of rays. The dream 
or the spectral apparition is as veritable an affection of 
the optic nerve as the commonest im^dtsion of sight ; 
and we err only in inferring the presence of an external 
object, of which the sight itself in no case tells us any- 
thing. But while we ^may thus defend the senses 
against the charge of d^eption, we are in another respect 
compelled to acknowledge that their objects are not 
things but phenomena. An affection of the nerves of 
sense is not a distinct reality existing independently of 
m3rself ; it is but a transitory mode of my own con- 
sciousness, which exists orrly while I am conscious of it. 
A real object is not dependent for its being and proper- 
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ties on my being aware of them ; it has an existence and 
attributes of its own, whether I am at this moment con- 
scious of them or not. Bht the proper objects of the 
bodily senses — colours, sounds, flavours, savours, and 
tactual sensations — exist, ah such, only in my con- 
sciousness, and cease to exist when my consciousness 
ceases. They may be caused by some permanent reality 
or realities independent of me; but of the existence and 
nature of this reality the |enges t^ us nothing. 

It is not, therefore, to the senses, properly so called, 
that we must look for the distinction between Eeality 
and Appearance m the material world. The only attri- 
bute of matter which these make known to us is the 
extension of our own orga^iism ; an(J, with regard to this, 
the distinction in question has no pl^ce. Were the 
senses the only channels of communication between 
mind and matter* we could nbver have thought of asking 
how much of that communication is real, and how much 
phenomenal Whether my nervous organism exists, as an 
extended substance, out of the act of perception in which 
its extension is manifested, is a ^question which could 
never have arisen from the* act of sensitive perception 
alone ; for, in order to ask such a question I must flnit 
be enabled to separate in thought the object of percep- 
tion from the act of perceiving it, and thus to constitute 
it an extra-oiganic reality; and to do this, the extra- 
organic world must first be presented in some form of 
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intuition. Apart from the associations which the senses 
derive from this intuition, aU modes of perception would 
he regarded as e(i[ually real, ot equally phenomenal; for 
the real and the phenomenal could never have been 
conceived as contrasted with each other. 

The analysis of the facts of external intuition, which 
has been given in the preceding pages, will enable us to 
ascertain the meaning of the distinction, and to deter- 
mine the limits within whiph^the question which it raises 
can be intelligibly answered. Eesistance to the loco- 
motive energy is the only mode of consciousness which 
directly tells us of the existence of external world ; 
and the attributes which are made known to us in that 
relation are the only one^ which are directly given as 
constituting a ^material reality. These attributes are 
occupcUion of space, implying size and figure : and remt- 
ance, more or less stubborn, implying*the impossibility 
of two bodies occupying the same place. And these 
are in fact the tests of reality to which we instinctively 
appeal on all occasions, 4ven where the circumstances of 
the case do not permi^their actual application. A body 
is necessarily conceived arf in space, and an external 
body as in a space exterior to our organism. This im- 
plies the occupation of a portion of space, which is size, 
and the liniitation by surrounding space, which is figure. 
But I may not be able, in particular cases, to verify this 
conception by any empirical test I may be placed 
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blindfold against a wall, of which I am not able to feel 
the extremities. I cannot therefore pronounce empiri- 
cally, either directly from contact, or indirectly from 
sight, that it is limited in its length and height, or that 
it is square, or circular, or of any other known figure. 
But I am compelled to believe that it has a definite size 
and figure, and that I should be able to feel them if I 
were in some other position. Again, a volume of smoke 
may offer no perceptible resistance to the motion of my 
arm. But here, again, I am compelled to believe that it 
offers some resistance, which, with more acute faculties, 
I should be able^ to perceive ; for I cannot conceive 
myself as placing my hand in the mi(fst of the smoke 
without displacing the particles with which it comes in 
contact. The atmosphere, whose ordinary pressure, like 
the music of the spheres, is unperceived because it is 
always present* eftcerts, as is well known, a resistance as 
great as 15 lbs. on the square inch ; and wherever a body 
penetrates, it produces during its occupation an atmo- 
spheric vacuum. A body, the5, presented as real when 
it actually offers resistance to tS e locomotive effort ; it 
is represented as real when ^e believe that it would resist 
if we were in a position to make the attempt. By this 
test the objects of the senses are instinctively, and often 
unconsciously, judged. The visible and tangible impres- 
sions, which are usually accompanied by the apprehen- 
sion of resistance, are regarded, first, as signs of the 
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presence of a real object, and afterwards as real objects 
themselves ; and the sight of the sun in the sky gives 
us a conviction of its indepeAdent existence, as firm as 
if we could feel it supporting our tread. But that this 
conviction is indirect, not ifiamediate — the result of asso- 
ciation, not of original intuition — is evident from the 
fact that, when the association is broken, the belief in 
the reality of the object is instantaneously destroyed. 
Let an object be given as vis^^le but unresisting, and it 
is at once acknowledged to exist in appearance only, and 
not in truth ; — 

“ Ter conatus ibi collo dare brachia circum ; i 
Ter fruBtra comprensa manus efifugit imago, 

Par levibus ventis voluqjique simillima somno/’* 

f • • 

These Lines express the instinctive belief of all man- 
kind in the true criterion of material reality — a belief 
which is justified and exj^ained by the testimony of 
consciousness read by the light of psychological re- 
search. ^ 

OB' THE Heal in cosmology. 

The above observations inay furnish materials for a 
criticism of that branch of Metaphysics known as Cos- 
mology, or the Ontology of the material world. They 
will serve to point out what are the facts of conscious* 
ness which give rise to the conception of such a science, 
* Virgil, Mn. ii 792. 
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and what are the limits within which that conception 
can he realised. The conception of reality in material 
objects is derived from tl^ consciousness of extension 
and resistance in conjunction ; and the philosophy of 
the real, in this department, Jias no legitimate field be- 
yond the several conditions and relations of these attri- 
butes, as presented in various modes of experience. Its 
object, therefore, is not a supersensible world lying be- 
yond the facts of consciousness, but the sensible world, 
in those properties whicB are primarily and directly 
made known to us as modes of resistance to the locomo- 
tive energy, such as gravity, cohesion, repulsion, motion, 
« 

and their various subdivisions. Its method is not de- 
monstrative, except in so far as the mathematical attri- 
butes of pure extension are applicable hypothetically to 
extension in conjunction with resistance? In the verifi- 
cation of this hypothesis in jiny particular case, and in 
those researches which belong to its own province, it 
deals with matters of fact ; and matters of fact cannot, 
as such, be matters of demonstAtion. This limitation is 
confirmed, on further considerat^n, by those facts of 
consciousness which at first^seem to point to a contrary 
conclusion — the necessary principles and reasonings of 
geometry. For these have been shown to depend on 
certain forms or conditions of experience, derived from 
the constitution of the mind itself, and to imply the 
existence of nothing but a conscious mind, modified in a 
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certain manner. Of the real existence of its object 
geometrical reasoning tells us nothing; hut only that, 
on the supposition of its existence, certain properties 
may he proved to belong to it ; — the proof, however, 
being equally valid whether the supposed existence be 
in fact or merely in imagination. The test of the real 
existence of matter is resistance, without which extension 
alone is not conceived as an external reality : and to 
the modes of resistance, as such, the demonstrations of 

9 ' ^ 

geometry are not applicable. 

The above conception of Cosmology is, it must be 
confessed, very different from that which metaphysicians 
in general have attempted to realise. Indeed it may be 
regarded by some as indicatjpg rather a physical than a 
metaphysical system ; and this charge must be admitted, 
if the science of Physics is viewed in its most general 
extent, as embracing the universal properties of matter 
in general, as well as the special characteristics of this 
or that body.* But the fault, if it be one, lies not in the 
conception, but in the fs^ts of human nature on which 
it is foimded. If out faculties are so limited as to 
present us only with physical attributes of matter, the 
Metaphysics of matter can contain nothing more than 

* According to Aristotle {Ik Anima, L 1), physical philosophy is 
concerned with the special operations and attributes of this or that body 
as such (irepl &Tav0* 6aa rod roiovdl o’df/uuTos Kal rijs tomuJti/s ifXijs ipya 
Kal vdBfj), If this definition be accepted, the attributes common tO'dl 
bodies may be J>roperly referred to a moire general branch of philosophy. 
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the principles and results of Physics in their most gen- 
eral extent. We may regret, if we’please, the limitation, 
and sigh for a knowledge (jf a hyperphysical world : but 
our faculties do not convey such a knowledge, and all 
our sighing will not make tl^em do so. The limitation 
is one which our Creator has thought fit to impose upon 
us, and, regret it as we may, we cannot escape from it. 

But a philosophy which fails to solve, and even re- 
fuses to grapple with, certain problems, may vindicate 
itself by explaining why*tliey are insoluble. Before 
quitting the subject of Cosmology, it is necessary to point 
out in what respects the above sketch falls short of the 
highest conception of a metaphysical system, and why it 
does so. In the first place, ^it starts from the apprehen- 
sion of matter as extended*, and does*not attempt to solve 
the higher difficulty involved in the notion of extension 
itselfi Extensip® cannot bg regarded as the unit of 
material reality ; for it is dependent on a juxtaposition 
of parts whose reality cannot consist merely in their 
combination. Extension is a iblation between parts, as 
exterior to each other; and a ^lation implies things 
related, which must be real in themselves, else no reality 
could result from their combination. This difficulty, 
with all the accompanying paradoxes involved in the 
infinite divisibility of matter, is abandoned fUf insoluble : 
and it is obvious why it is so. If space is a necessary 
form of intuition, involved in the laws of our mental 
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constitution, it follows that, to explain the generation of 
space itself, we must go out of our constitution. To 
conceive the ultimate realit]^ on which extension de- 
pends, I must conceive the non -extended becoming 
extended — a conception which is impossible; first, 
because thought is only operative within the limits of 
possible intuition, and we can have no intuition of unex- 
tended matter ; secondly, because, to conceive a relation 
between the imextended and the extended, I must be 
able to compare them together ; and to do this I must 
be in and out of my mental constitution at the same 
moment. An ultimate unit of space is thus as incon- 
ceivable as a first instant of time ; and for the same reason 
— ^because both space and time are necessary forms of 
intuition. In the second place, the riddle which has 
puzzled the metaphysicians of all ages stiU remains 
unanswered ; — " How can, the one ^>0., many, or the 
many one?” In other words, "How can a variety of 
attributes constitute a single object?” This problem 
also is insoluble ; and fCi.- a like reason — ^because con- 
sciousness cannot accost for its own laws. If conscious- 
ness is limited, the existence of that limit implies the 
existence of something of which we are not conscious ; 
and this is equally true of the limits of intuition and 
of those of thought. Now, it is a necessary condition of 
conception, as has been already shown, that its object 
must comprehend a plurality of attributes ; — in other 
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words, that thought is impossible except under the con- 
dition of diversity in unity.* To explain why this is so 
would be to explain why bur minds are constituted as 
they are ; and this involves a criticism of the laws of 
thought themselves. But such a criticism manifestly 
destroys itself ; for it can only be carried on by thought 
operating under the very laws whose validity is ques- 
tioned. Whatever doubt, therefore, can be raised con- 
cerning the object of criticism must likewise affect the 
critical process itself. Wherever, therefore, we fix the 
limits of thought, something must remain inexplicable. 
From this we cannot escape, except by denying that 
thought has limits; and this denial again annihilates 
itself; for if thought has ik^ limits, ^nothing is unthink- 
able ; and if nothing is uijthinkable, nothing is absurd ; 
and if nothing is absurd, no system of philosophy is 
more reasonabletlfan anothert and the denial of limits is 
not more true than the assertion of them. In the third 
place, metaphysical philosophy is admitted to be con- 
cerned not with matter as it is, but with matter as we 
conceive it ; and this admission, tt)o, is a necessary con- 
sequence of the laws of coiftciousness, in its manifesta- 
tion, as a relation between a subject and an object. We 
cannot compare the object of consciousness with a thing 
of which we are not conscious ; for comparison itself 
is an act of consciousness ; we can only compare one 
♦ See above, pp* 192, 209. 

* 2a 
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object of consciousness with another, — the permanent 
with the transitory, the necessary with the contingent. 
There still remains the quettion, “Do things as they 
are resemble things as they are conceived by us ?” — a 
question which we cannotf answer, either in the affirma- 
tive or in the negative ; for the denial, as touch as the 
assertion, implies a comparison of the two.* If, then, 
being is interpreted to mean the absolute beyond con- 
sciousness, and appearance the relative within it (an 

« t 

interpretation, however, which is not warranted by the 
analysis of consciousness itself), it must be admitted 
that the philosophy of the material ‘v^orld, in its highest 
form, is not OnWogy, but Phenomenology. 

t 

OF THE REAL IN PSYCHOLOGY. 

t 

This admission, however, cannot be extended to the 
second branch of the Metaphysics of feeing, which deals 
with the internal consciousness and the personal self ; 
for here the interpretatiojji on which it depends is utterly 
untenable. Psychology, like Cosmology, cannot tran- 
scend the limits of consciousness ; but in Psychology it 
cannot in any sense be maintained that the real is that 

* Kalit maintains .that the objects of our intuition are not in them- 
selves as they appear to us. {Kritik dern F., Transc. iEsth., sec. 8.) 
Here, however/‘the critic becomes a dogmatist in negation, and contra- 
dicts his own fundamental hypothesis ; for if things in themselves are 
absolutely unknown, how can we say whether they are like or unlike 
anything else ? 
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of 'whicli we are not conscious. My own consciousness 
is not merely the test of my real existence, but it actually 
constitutes it. I exist in so far as I am a person ; and 
I am a person in so far as I am conscious. Were it 
possible, which it is not, to conceive the human soul as a 
substance of which consciousness is only an accidental 
mode, — ^which may exist at one time in a conscious, and 
at another in an unconscious state, — such a soul could 
in no sense of the term be called myself; the various 
modes of its existence could in no sense be called mim. 
The Cartesian cogito^ ergo mm, is so far from being, as its 
opponents have ij^aintained, an illogical reasoning from 
a premise to its conclusion, that its onl]^ fault consists in 
assuming the appearance oi a reasoning at all. My con- 
sciousness does not prove^my existence, because it is my 
existence. Descartes does not intend, as Eeid imagined,* 
to reason from^tlie existence«of thought to the existence 
of a mind or subject of thought : he intends to state 
wherein personal existence consists ; and he rightly 
places it in consciousness.*j“ ^e opinion of Locke, J that 

* Inquiry^ chap, i. sec. 3. * 

t See the dissertation of M. Cousin, “ Sur le vrai sens du cogito^ ergo 
printed in the earlier editions of the Fragjnmts Philosophiques, 
and in voL i. p. 27, of the collective edition of his works. The same 
position is well illustrated by Mr, Veitch, in the introduction to his trans* 
lation of the Discours de la Mithode, p. 22, See alst) Prurwipia, p. i. 
secs. 8, 9, 53. There is a remarkable anticipation of the Cartesian 
doctrine in St Augustine, De Oh. Dei^ si. 26. 

t, Essay ^ b. ii ch. i. sec. 10. 
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the soul does not always think, is tenable only as a part 
of that false psychology which regards the soul as a 
substance projected, as it were; out of consciousness, the 
unknown substratum imagined as the support of known 
accidents.* If I am never .conscious of myself, but only 
of my ideas, I can, of course, pronounce nothing con- 
cerning the conditions of my real existence ; but then, 
upon the same supposition, I could never have known 
that I am conscious, or that the ideas are mine. If there 

( 4 

is nothing given in consciousness but ideas, there is no 
such thing as personal existence; but only a multitude 
of isolated ideas, each conscious of, itself Put the 
question in anot^ier form : ask what is the evidence that 
J escisi at all ; and I can only adduce the direct witness 

c * • 

of consciousness. The existence of myself is a fact of 
consciousness, not an inference from it ; for an I must 
be presupposed to make the inference, t The unconscious 


* Locke’s assertion is but partially refuted by Leibnitz {Nmveaux 
JEssais, ii. 1 ), wbo bolds that, in sleep 'without dreams, thejmind is in a 
state of obscure perception, not amounting to consciousness ; — an opinion 
which is also maintained by Wolf, Psyckologia BatimaliSi sec. 59. 
But the opposite opinion, suggested by Aristotle SomnOf o. i., 
crvfipaim fiky del Ka0€J^dovo‘w dXV oi> fja^fjLovejkva-iv)^ is 

adopted by some of the most eminent psychological and physiological 
writers of modem times, as confirmed both hyd priori probability and 
by positive experience. (See Eant, Anthropologies secs. 80, 86 ; Jouf- 
froy, MHangea ^hUoaophiqueSs p. 290 5 Holland, Chapters on Meniai 
Physiologys p. 80; Brodie, Psychological ResearcheSs p. 147.) Some 
valuable remarks and illustrations of this position are contained in Sir 
W. Hamilton’s Lodwtes on Metaphysics^ Lect. xvil 
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substratum of possible ideas may be a smly in some 
arbitrary and unmeaning definition of that term ; but 
assuredly it is not myielf. If we could suppose a 
human body growing up to maturity without conscious- 
ness, and a conscious principle afterwards infused into 
it, the body in its previous condition would be no more 
a part of myself than the limb which was amputated 
from me ten years ago, and which is now dissolved into 
its chemical elements. Yet the inquiry, how far per- 
sonality is diminished by amputation or increased by 
corpulence, is not more irrelevant than to ask when 
consciousness begins in a new-born infant or in the 
foetus in the womb. In so far as thajndiments of my 
body existed prior to the bit^h of consciousness, in so far 
they were not parts of n^yself; and I, as a person, had 
no existence. I hold that my personality is undimi- 
nished by the loss of a limb, simply because I am con- 
scious that it is undiminished ; and for the same reason 
I refuse to acknowledge that I existed in the rudi- 
mentary foetus, or in the germs from which it was 
formed, or in the organism of m^ remote ancestors.^ 

* ** For anglit I know,” says C^eridge, “ the thinking spirit within 
me maybe svhsAantiaMy one with the principle of life and of vital oper- 
ation. For aught I know it may be employed es a secondary agent in 
the marvellous organisation and organic movements of my body. But 
surely it would be strange language to say that I construct my f 
or that I propel the finer influences through my nerm / or that I com- 
press my brain, and draw the curtains of sleep round my own eyes I’* 
{Biographia Literariaf vol. iL p. 168f ed. 1847.) 
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But when we place the personal existence in con- 
sciousness, it is necessary to distinguish between the 
accidents of consciousness and its essential constituents. 
A man who has lost his eyesight has in one sense less 
consciousness than he had before; he has lost that 
portion which consists in the sensations of vision. But 
his personality remains undiminished by the loss either 
of the bodily organ or of the affections of consciousness 
which that oigan commim^tes. The same may be 
said of the other bodily senses ; each of which may be 
conceived to be annihilated without any destruction of 

the personality of the conscious subject. This is the 
« 

natural testimony of consciousness to the spirituality of 
man. We cannot hplp belic's^ng that the body and its 
organs, however necessary during the present life to 
certain modes of consciousness, however chronologically 
the occasion of the earliest developmen*c of consciousness 
in general, is yet no part of the conscious subject, — is 
not, in any sense of the term, myself. And this instinct- 
ive conviction of the untaught consciousness of man- 
kind is further strengttiened by all that science tells us 
of the constitution of the bddy and its oigans. Of the 
animal body is emphatically true what Heraclitus and 
the general voice of philosophy after him declared of the 
objects of sense in general :* — it exists not, but is con- 
tinually being produced ; it no sooner comes into being 
* See Plato, ThmMm, pp. 162-160 ; Arist. i. 6 ; xii 4. 
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than it ceases to be. At no two successive moments does 
it consist of exactly the same particles ; and during the 
course of a long life, thd entire system is many times 
destroyed and renewed again. Our whole physical 
existence is but a series of chemical changes ; " the 
solid,” to quote the words of a recent writer,* melting 
into the liquid, the liquid congealing into the solid ; 
whilst both stand so related to the air, which is the 
breath of life, that they are continually vaporising into 
gases.” Yet amidst all these changes, the conscious 
subject, the personal self, continues one and unchanged. 
A similar distinction between the accidental and the 
essential must be made with regar^to the internal 
consciousness : the matter pi that consciousness is con- 
tinually changing ; while the form abides permanent 
and immutable : emotions, thoughts, volitions, succeed 
one another at'every moment ; the self — feeling, think- 
ing, willing — is one and the same throughout It is 
not necessary to my personal existence that I should 
feel joy or sorrow, anger or tranquillity ; for the calm 
man of to-day is the same as the angry man of yester- 
day; and he who laughs to-day may weep to-morrow. 
Nay, more : not only is every special experience which 
constitutes the matter of consciousness alien to and 
separable from the personality of the sulflect, but even 
a portion of the form of consciousness must be regarded 
* Professor Geovge "Wilson, in the Minbwrgh Essays, p. 818, 
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as having in this relation only a hypothetical and 
secondary necessity. The intuition of space, though 
necessarily accompanying every perception of matter, 
whether in our own organism or in the exterior world, is 
yet necessary only so long aj) we are in the body and con- 
scious by the bodily senses. We cannot positively conceive 
a state of existence from which space is separated ; yet, 
on the other hand, we are compelled to believe that exist- 
ence in space is an attribute of body, and not of mind. 

But when aU these are set aside, there yet remain 
two conditions which I conceive as essential to my 
personal existence in every possible mode, and such as 
could not be renDfoyed without the destruction of myself 
as a conscious being. The^ two conditions are time 
and free agieney. To conscioupess, in its limited and 
human form of existence (of the Divine Consciousness 
we are not entitled to speak), it is essential that there 
should be a permanent subject with a succession of 
modifications. The consciousness of any object, as such, 
is only possible under tite condition of change; and 
change is only possible jyader the condition of succession. 
Destroy this condition, and though 1 am not warranted 
in saying that no kind of consciousness can exist, 1 am 
warranted in saying that such consciousness could not 
be mine. Thkt a being now subject to the law of suc- 
cession should be identical with one hereafter not so 
subject, implies a self-contxadiction ; for it implies a 
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consciousness of tbe rdation of present to past, and the 
absence of time tbe basis of that relation. Succession 
in time is thus manifested as a constituent element of 
my personal existence, without which I could not be 
conscious of that existence, and, as consciousness is 
in this case reality, without which I could not exist, 
Again, consciousness in its human manifestation im* 
plies an active as well as a passive element ; — a power 
of attending to the successive states of consciousness, 
as well as a succession* in those states themselves. 
Attention appears to be necessary not merely to the 
remembrance, but even to the existence, of various states 
of consciousness as such ; indeed, attention is but con- 
sciousness in operation ^on some defini^ object* 

• * • 

But in attention we remark, obscurely indeed, but cer- 
tainly, the ’ presence, in a more or less* obtrusive form, 
of the power ortf •volition. Jt is impossible, indeed, to 
estimate by analysis the exact amount of will, in the 
strict sense of the term, that is implied in the ordinary 
cognition of objects ; the fr^uency of the act haviug 
obliterated the distinctive mark^of its several elements 
before we are capable of aeflecting upon them ; but its 
presence as a constituent element is not the less surely 
implied, though it requires some resfearch to disengage 
it. It is not going too far to say that, wittiout the con- 
scious exercise of volition, the distinction between the 
* See above, p. 186 , 
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permanent subject and its transitory modes, between 
tayadfaaSi my affections, could never have arisen in the 
human mind ; and the consciousness of that distinction 
is even now observed to vary with the fact which gives 
rise to it, to become more or less vivid in proportion as 
the consciousness of voluntary action is more or less 
obvious. I am emphatically and prominently present 
to my own consciousness in the exercise of choice : 
those acts are peculiarly mine, which are consciously 
imputable to me as their cause, and for which I feel 
myself responsible.* Volition is not, indeed, the whole 
of personality, but it is one necessary element of it ; — 
the consciousne^,.of the one rising and falling with the 
consciousness of the other both more or less vividly 
manifested, as is the case with all consciousness, accord- 
ing to the less or greater familiarity of particular 
instances ; but never wholly obliterafed in any ; — 
capable at any moment of being detected by analysis, 
and incapable of being annihilated by any effort of 
thought. That a conscious being can, under no possible 
conditions, be a merely passive link in the chain of 
causation, is more than I can venture to assert; but 
this much I know, that such consciousness could not 
possibly be my ‘consciousness; — that I could not 
become such 'a being, retaining my present personality 

* See on this point, Kant, Rdigim mrn'haXb der Qrenam der hlosaen 
Vemimft, part L sec. 1. 
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unimpaired ; but that I must be destroyed, and a dis- 
tinct being substituted in my place. The freedom of 
the will is so far from ^eing, as it is generally con- 
sidered, a controvertible question of philosophy, that it 
is the fundamental postulate, without which all action 
and all speculation, philosophy in all its branches, and 
human consciousness itself, would be impossibla 

The task, then, of the metaphysician, in this branch 
of his science, is to unravel and solve the difficulties 
which accompany the conception of Personality in its 
twofold character, — that of existence in time, and that 
of free agency, yhe fact itself is in both cases equally 
indubitable: it is as certain, from*:^e testimony of 
consciousness, that we are /me agents, as that our ideas 
occur in succession, ong after another. We are not 
called upon to account for this ; — ^which would be to 
account for ouf ^n existence ; every attempt at which 
must manifestly assume the very fact which it professes 
to call in question ; — ^but, assuming this as the basis of 
consciousness, and, in consciousness, of personal exist- 
ence, we must endeavour to meet the objections to 
which it is apparently liable, and which will generally 
be found to arise from a misinterpretation of the testi- 
mony of consciousness itself. For instance, it has been 
asked, how can a real thing exist in tiAe? and, if it 
does so, how can we be conscious of its existence? 
The earlier phases of its being have passed by, and 
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exist no more ; the future exists not yet ; the present is 
perishing as we contemplate it : How can these several 
phenomena make one thing^? and if they can, how 
can we be conscious of it? To know that my past 
self is identical with my present, I must compare them 
together ; this is impossible, as they cannot be made to 
exist together. Nay, even to compare the thought of 
one with the thought of the other, I must contemplate 
them successively ; and thus each vanishes as the other 
presents itself.* The answer to this objection may be 
furnished by a more accurate analysis of the idea of 
time itself. The consciousness of ticqe does not simply 
imply successio^.it implies a permanent subject under 
successive modifications. ^The object of consciousness 
can only be presented as successive, on the condition 
that the subject is presented as continuous. It is only 
when I become an object oof conscionshess to myself 
that 1 become a member of a successive series ; but in 
this case the object is not the presented self, but my 
representative conception of that self. My notion ofmy- 
sdf may alternate in oonsciousness with my notions of 
other things ; but it can do •so only on condition that 
the premUed self, the subject, and not the object, of con- 
sciousness, remains' one and indivisible. The subject, it 
is true, cannot be contemplated apart from its modifies- 

* See Herbart, Lehrlmeh zfwr MnUnJbwtvg 'vn, PhiUsopkU^ sec. 
120, sqq,; der Meia§lh/ysik^ sec. 11. 
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tions ; for this would be to transform it feom a subject 
to an object; but the two elements are not the less 
clearly discerned in tl^ relation of consciousness; 
though they are discerned only in conjunction with 
each other. For this reason, the language which implies 
succession becomes obviously improper when applied to 
the subject of consciousness. I may speak accurately 
enough of my earlier and later thoughts or feelings; 
but 1 cannot, with any philosophical accuracy, speak of 
an earlier and later sdf, even as a merely logical dis- 
tinction, for the sake of afterwards identifying the two. 
To identify is to connect together in thought objects of 
consciousness given under different conditions of space 
or time ; as when I pronounce the man whom’ I met in 
the street to-day to be thp same who called at my house 
yesterday. But rnyadf, the subject of consciousness, is 
never given unde* these different relations at all. It is 
that presentation from which our original notion of 
numerical identity is drawn, ^d which cannot be sub- 
jected to later and secondary applications of the same 
idea. These considerations majk perhaps throw some 
ligh t on the vexed question of permud identUy — a 
question which can only be asked concerning the repre- 
sented self, or notion made an object ; ’and which cannot 
be asked at all without presupposing the presented 
identity of the subject 

A like answer may be made to the objections 
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against free wiU, drawn from the supposed necessity of a 
determining antecedent in time. Consciousness, rightly 
interpreted, repudiates both the extreme theories ; that 
of an irresistible determinant, or set of determinants, 
and that of an arbitrary will, altogether uninfluenced by 
motives. Two alternative motives are manifested in 
consciousness as both influencing, but neither compel- 
ling ; and the freedom of the will consists, not in being 
absolutely iininfluenced, but in the power of determin- 
ing which of the two influences shall prevail. Of a 
temporal antecedent necessarily determining my voli- 
tions, consciousness tells me nothing ; — nay, it t^ me 
the very reverafe,-that the influence of such an ante- 
cedent is not necessary. It is only when the idea of 
volition is excluded, and, with volition, that of choice, 
and, with choice, that of contingence, that the temporal 
antecedent is transformed into a necessary determinant.* 
But this merely negative idea of necessity, which is, 

in fact, only an inability to conceive contingence, is 

/ 

derived solely from the absence of volition, and is inap- 
plicable where volitiqa is present. The only positive 
notion which I possess oUcavmtive power is that of 
myself determining my own volitions. This notion pre- 
supposes the freedom of the person, and dias no exist- 
ence whatever if that freedom be denied. To apply this 
notion in support of the hypothesis of necessity, is no 
* See above, p. 270 . 
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only to go beyond, but actually to reverse the testimony 
of consciousness. It is, in fact, to say that the con- 
sciousness of myself having absolute power over my 
own volitions is identical v^ith the consciousness of 
something else having absolute power over me. 

But if we are conscious that we are free, we are free 
in reality ; for, as regards the personal self, conscious- 
ness is reality. In this respect the Ontology of the 
personal self, which stands in the place of the rational 
Psychology of the pre-Kantian metaphysics, occupies a 
very different position from the Ontology of the material 
world, which inherits the unsolved problems of rational 
Cosmology. The latter science, in itS only attainable 
form, is but a Phenomenology of a higher order. It 
can distinguish between.the permanent and the transi- 
tory attributes of matter relatively to consciousness; 
but it is com^Hed to admit the possible existence of 
a further material world of things, of which we are not 
conscious, and which may or may not resemble the 
objects of which consciousness, and, through conscious- 
ness, philosophy, takes cogniswce. But, as regards 
myself, this supposition iap inadmissible. I exist as a 
person only as I am conscious of myself; and I am 
conscious of myself only as I exist. The consciousness 
of Personality is thus an Ontology in thef highest sense 
of the term, and cannot be regarded as the represent- 
ation of any ulterior reality. The neglect of this dis- 



368 


METAPHYSICS. 


tmction forms the weak point in the otherwise masterly 
discussions of Elant on the antinomies of pure reason. 
Denying the existence of an' immediate consciousness 
of self, and holding, as aU who deny this most do, that 
the freedom of the will is incompatible with exist- 
ence in time, he endeavoured to save liberty itself, and, 
through liberty, morality, by a distinction between the 
phenomenal self of consciousness, and a real self, of 
which we are not conscious. The seK of consciousness, 
he said, is a phenomenon existing in time ; and, as such, 
is necessarily determined by antecedent phenomena. If, 
then, phenomena were things in themselves, freedom 
would be impjissKble. But beyond the field of con- 
sciousness there must exists a transcendental self, the 

C 

ground and support of the phenomena; and to this 
transcendental subject, as under no conditions of time, 
we may legitimately attribute a poweP &f self-determi- 
nation, or free causality. To this attempted solution 
obvious objections may be raised. In the first place, it 
may be urged that our real personal existence is the 
existence of consciousniiss ; and no higher guarantee of 
realily can be admitted. Ther self of consciousness is the 
true self : that which is beyond consciousness, if such 
can be supposed, is in this case the phenomenon. In 
the second place, we are not compelled in thought to 
postulate the existence of any transcendental self at aU ; 
for consciousness itself presents the permanent subject 
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of its own phenomena. In the third place> liberty is so 
far from being incompatible with consciousness, that it 
is directly given in consciousness itself ; for I am imme- 
diately conscious that the teiaporal antecedents of my 
volition exercise no coercion upon it. Kant's solution 
is, in fact, the very reverse of the truth : — it is the self 
of consciousness which is really free : the hypothesis of 
necessity can only be maintained by the gratuitous sup- 
position of a law of causality beyond consciousness, by 
which I am determined without knowing it. Such a 
perversion of the truth, on the part of so profound a 
thinker, can only be explained as a consequence of that 
suicidal position maintained as a canbn of psychology 
by the philosophers of the-J^t century ; namely, that I 
have no immediate cons(}iousness of myself, but only of 
my successive mental states — a position which can only 
be described as* <^)ne among* many pernicious results of 
that reaction of physical upon mental science which, 
under the abused name of mductive philosophy, was 
permitted to poison with its crude analogies the very 
fountain and source of philosoj^hy itself. The same 
consciousness which tells ^e that I am compelled to 
believe in the existence of a material world when I am 
not directly conscious of it, tells me also that I am 
directly conscious of myself, and that I exist in and by 
that consciousness. To overlook the distinction thus 
clearly laid before us is to confound with each other the 
• 2b 
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two poles of speculative philosophy, the subject with the 
object, the uecessaiy with the Qoutingent, the permanent 
witli the transitory, the ego wiih tie rum-ego. 

Beyond the attributes manifested by consciousness 
as essential to personality, the Ontology of the soul 
has no province. It cannot assume those attributes as 
the basis of any further demonstration ; for the prin- 
ciples of demonstration are inapplicable to real objects. 
Neither the simplicity of the soul nor its immortality 
can be demonstrated as a necessary truth ; for they are 
not implied in the conception of personality, and beyond 
conception we have no intuition ^of necessary rela- 
tions. The favdcuite representation of the soul as a 
simple substance, indivisible, and therefore indestruc- 
tible, is one which, except so far as it is synonymous 
with continuous existence in time, is either untrue or 
If interpreted to mean «that the concep- 
tion of personality comprehends only a single attribute, 

it is untrue : if intended to state that the soul is not 

< 

composed of parts coadjacent in space, it is unmeaning, 
except on the principles of materialism. A material 
atom is an intelligible expression, whether the object 
which it denotes is conceivable as really existing or not. 
A mental atom is its utterly unmeaning as the opposite 
expression of a mind composed of atoms.* Immor- 

* The only legitimate ajgnment from the simplicity of the sonl to its 
iiamortality is of n purely negative character. We are not authorised to 
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tality, again, however surely guaranteed upon other 
grounds, cannot be represented as a necessaiy attribute 
of personal existence. That which did not flTTut. once, 
may, without any absurdity, lie supposed not to exist 
hereafter. The power which was sufficient to create is 
also sufficient to destroy; and if man is destined to 
exist for ever, it is from no inherent immortality of his 
own, but solely because such is the will of his Maker. 
That we are designed for a future life, may indeed be 
inferred from the direct £eslimony of consciousness, in 
so far as it reveals the existence within us of feelings 
and principles which do not find their full satisfaction 
in this life ; but this inference, howev^f legitimate, does 
not fall within the province of Metaphysics. * 

OF THE BEAl IN THEOLOdv. 

In treating the third branch of Ontology, that of 
'Ration al Theology, it is necessaiy to take a different 
course from that adopted by tjje majority of those meta- 
physicians who have attempted theological reasoning 
at all. In the number of these^ however, we cannot 

Bay that we know the soul to be sini^le, and that therefore it is indestruc- 
tible ; but only that we do not know the soul to be compound (indeed, 
that the epithets compound and simple^ as applied to the soul, have no 
meaning), and, therefore, that we cannot infer its mortality from the 
analogy of bodily dissolution. And this is, for the m(ftt part, the limit 
within which the argument is confined by one of the soberest as well 
as deepest of thinkers, the admirable Bishop Butler. The m^ority of 
philosophers, however, have not been so cautious in their reasoning. 
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include those philosophers whose systems, however 
veiled under the language of |theism, or even of Chris- 
tianity, exhibit a conception of the Deity which vir- 
tually amounts to pantheism. A personal God cannot 
be identified with all existence; and an impersonal 
Deity, however tricked out to usurp the attributes of 
the Godhead, is no God -at all, but a mere blind and 
immovable law or destiny,* with less than even the 

divinity of a fetish, since (hat can at least be imagined 

* * 

as a being who may be offended or propitiated by the 
worshipper. But, however much we may sympathise 
with the purpose of those philosophers who have 
endeavoured to^demonstrate, A priori, the existence and 
attributes of a personal Gn<|«»we cannot help feeling that 
such demonstrations, whatever may be their apparent 
logical validity, carry no real conviction with them to 
the believer or to the unbeliever.-f .Asia the reason of 
this is not far to seek. No demonstration from concep- 
tions can prove the real ^existence of the object con- 
ceived; and, till this is done, the demonstration of the 
attributes of a hypothetical object proves no more than 
» • 

♦ See Kant, Bewdagrund «u einer IkTnmstration des DaseyTta QoUea^ 
VierU BdraMmy, sea 8. 

t For a criticism of some of the principal demonstrations of this 
kind, see Kant, iritik der reirim Vemvmft* Apth. iii. B. ii. Hanptst. 8. 
The same grounds of objection are also applicable to other reasonings of 
this kind. Compare Waterland’s DisaertcUion on tha Argument k priori 
for a First Cmcae, 
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the connection betweei^ certain thoughts in our own 
minds.* The actual existence of an object can never 
be shown by thinking about it ; for imaginary objects 
are as capable of being represented in thought as real 
ones. Eeality must be tested, not by thought but by 
intuition ; we must be able to point to certain facts of 
consciousness in which the object of which we are in 
search is actually presented before us; or, at least, 
which can only be accounted for on the supposition 
that such an object exists. But this argument from 
the facts of intuition is not a priori^ but d posteriori : 
it does not commence with a general conception, in 
order to exhibit by analysis the suboi;din%te^ concep- 
tions comprehended in it,pf io construct in imagination 
a corresponding object ; but it starts ffom certain facts 
of experience, manifested in the outer or inner con- 
sciousness, in oifler to determine the nature of the 
object which those facts present or point out to us. 

We must therefore begui bur inquiry by asking. 
What are the facts of consciousness which appear 
directly to indicate the existende of a spiritual being 
superior to ourselves ? Two of the intuitions of the 
internal consciousness appear especially to possess this 
character : — the sense of dependence and the scTise of 
moral obligation. To these must be added, as an indirect 
and collateral witness, the consciousness of limitation^ 


* See above, p. 279. 
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whicli, by suggesting, though not immediately presenting 
the unlimited as its corrdatij^e, serves in some degree 
to interpret and connect the other two. The argument 
from causation, though holding an important place 
among the evidences of natural religion, can hardly be 
placed among those direct indications of consciousness 
which come within the legitimate province of Meta- 
physics. We are immediately conscious, indeed, of the 
necessity of supposing a phenomenal antecedent to every 
event; but we are not immediately conscious of a 
necessity of conceiving that the series of phenomena is 
limited or unlimited. Nay, rather, we are conscious of 

i 

two counter-inabilities, which hinder us from conceiv- 
* 

ing either an absolutely first cause, or an absolutely 
unlimited series, of causes and' effects.* We have thus 
two contradictory hypotheses, one of which must be 
believed, though neither can be comprehended; and 
the evidence of reason being thus neutralised, we are 
bound to adopt that altemative which is most in har- 
mony with the remaining testimony of consciousness. 

* The cotmter-argaments on either side are exhibited by E^t, in his 
first antinomy of pure reason. The same conclusion, however, is evident, 
without argument, from the direct testimony of consciousness. For to 
conceive an absolutely first member of the causal series is to conceive a 
beginning of all time, and thus to be conscious of a relation of time 
to an object out of time, and therefore out of consciousness ; and to 
concdve an infinite series of causes and effects, we must carry our 
bought through an infinite succession of objects — a process which 
would require an infinite time to accomplish it 
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But in so doing, we obey a moral, not an intellectual 
obligatbn ; and our coi^ction, as far as the argument 
from causation alone is concerned, is not that of reason, 
but that of faith. The conclusion from the evidences of 
design in the works of creation, which is but a special 
form of that from causation, is likewise not an imme- 
diate suggestion of consciousness, but the gradual pro- 
duct of experience and comparison, arguing by analogy 
from what we have learned concerning the works of 
man to what we may infer concerning the works of 
God. Such arguments have great value in their own 
place, as illustrative of, and auxiliary to, the convictions 
forced upon us by our religious and* moral instincts ; 
but they are based upon ^pflection, not upoiT intuition ; 
and, though they may gerve to enlarge our conception 
of the Deity when once formed, they do not explain its 

origin and forAstion. • 

The province of the metaphysical theologian is con- 
fined to those evidences wh^h belong to the direct tes- 
timony of the intuitive consciousness, as manifested in 
the feelings of dependence and^oral obligation. The 
feeling of dependence is €omethin^ very different from 
the mere recognition of the relation of subject to object 
in consciousness, and of the consequent limitation of the 
one by the other.* It is a feeling that eur welfare and 

• In consequence of not distinguishing between these two, Schleier- 
[Der ChristUche Qlavie, sec. 4) has fallen into the error of repre- 
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destination are in the hands of a superior Power ; not 
of an inexorable fate or immuteole law, hut of a Being 
having at least so far the attributes of personality that 
He can show favour or severity towards those dependent 
upon Him, and can be regajded by them with the feel- 
ings of hope, and fear, and reverence, and gratitude, and 
be addressed in the words of prayer and praise. It is a 
feeling similar in kind, though higher in degree, to that 
which is awakened in the mind of the child by his 
relation to his parent, who' i& first manifested to his 
mind as the giver of such things as are needful, and to 
whom the first language he addresses is that of entreaty. 
With the first development of consciousness there grows 
up, as a*^art of it, the inngte feeling that our life, 
natural and spiritual, m not in our own power to prolong 
or to sustain ; that there is One above us on whom we 
are dependent, whose existence we learn, hnd whose pre- 
sence we realise, by the sure instinct of prayer. That 
this feeling is natural to us, is manifested by the uni- 
versal practice of mankind ; — eveiy nation, however 
degraded may be its j&)rm of religion, having some 
notion of a superior ^being, and some method of propi- 

senting our relation to the world as a feeling of partial dependence, and 
onr relation to the Deity as one of absolute dependence. Thus repre- 
sented, Qod can 114^ longer be conceived as a person, but is nothing 
more than the world magnified to infinity ; and the feeling of absolute 
dependence becomes the annihilation of our personality in the being of 
the universe. Of this feeling the intellectual exponent is pantheism. 
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tiating his favour. We have thus, in the sense of 
dependence, the psycho^gical foundation of one great 
element of religion — the fear of God. 

But the mere consciousness of dependence does not 
in itself exhibit the character of the Being on •whom we 
depend. It is as consistent with superstition as with 
true religion — ^with the belief in a malevolent as in a 
benevolent deity ; it is as much, if not more, called into 
exercise by the painful and terrible aspects of nature as 
by the pleasing and encouA^g. It indicates the power 
of God, but not necessarily his goodness. This defi- 
ciency, however, is^ supplied by the other psychological 
element of religion, the consciousness ^of moral obli- 
gation. It is impossilJle to maintain, as ^ant has 
attempted to do,* the theory of an absolute autonomy of 
the will ; that is to say, of an obligatory law resting on 
no basis but its'onvn imperative character. The will, or 
practical reason, with its law of immutable obligation, is 
in itself a fact of the humai^ constitution, and it is no 
more. Kant’s fiction of an absolute law, binding upon 
all rational beings whatever, has only an apparent uni- 

• • 

* See MetaphygUc der Sitteti (Abschn. ii. pp. 61, 71, eA Eosenkranz). 
Thus refusing to acknowledge an intuition of (Jod as a moral lawgiver, 
Kant is compelled to rest the evidence of the existence of the Deity 
on an assumed necessity of rewarding men according'to their deserto, a 
necessity which implies an all-wise judge who can estimate merit in 
every degrea For an able criticism of Kant’s theory, see Mttller On, 
he CkrisUm DectHm of Sin (voL L p. 78, of the English translation). 
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because we can only conceive other rational 
beings by identifying their cogitation with our own, 
and making human reason the measure and representa- 
tive of reason in general* Why, then, has one part of 
my constitution, as such, a^n imperative authority over 
the remainder ? What right has one part of the human 
consciousness to represent itself as duty, and another 
merely as inclination ? There is but one answer pos- 
sible. The moral reason, or will, or conscience — call it 
by what name we please — of man, can have no authority, 
save as implanted in him by some higher spiritual 
being, as a law emanating from a lawgiver. Man can 
be a law unto hitn^lf only on the supposition that he 
reflects iiriiimself the law God. If he is absolutely 
a law unto himself, his duty and his pleasure are 
undistinguishable from each other; for he is subject 
to no one, and accountable to no cite. Duty itself 
becomes, in this case, only a higher kind of plea- 
sure — a balance between^ the present and the future, 
between the smaller and the larger gratification. We are 
thus compelled, by the* consciousness of moral obliga- 
tion, to postulate a^moral Deky, and to regard the abso- 
lute standard of right and wrong as constituted by the 
moral nature of that Deity.^ The conception of this 

* The theory^which places the standard of morality in the Divine 
fuUwre must not be confounded with that which places'it in the arbitrary 
vM of Ood. On the latter, see the remarks of Sir James Mackintosh, 
Second Dissertation, BneycHopcsdia BriUirmica^ 8th edition, yoI. i.p.812; 
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standard in the human mind may indeed he faint and 
fluctuating, and must ^ imperfect ; it may vary with 
the intellectual and moral culture of the nation or the 
individual ; and in its highest human representation it 
must fall far short of the reality. But it is present in all 
mankind as a basis of moral obligation and an induce- 
ment to moral progress ; it is present in the universal 
consciousness of sin — in the conviction that we are 
offenders against God. However degrading may be the 
practices into which men £ave fallen under systems of 
false religion, it may be safely asserted that no man, 
and no nation of men, ever consciously deified vice as 
such. The voluptuous deities of the*]^agan mythology 
were deified as regards th^fr enjoyments, nofras regards 
their vices : their acts were contemplated as divine, not 
because they were breaches of morality, but because the 
worshipper fislsely conceived them to be ingredients of 
happiness. The god of a nation of savage warriors may 
delight in revenge and bl^dshed ; but the supposed 

and of Mailer, Christian Doctrine of Sin, vol. i. p. 96. God did not 
create moraUty by Us will : it is inherent in his nature, and coetemal 
with Himsdf ; nor can He be crticeived as capable of reversing it But 
God did in one sense create human morality, when He created the moral 
oonstituUon of man, and placed him in cer^ circumstances, such as 
those of mortality, of property, of sexual relation, etc., through which 
the eternal principles of moraUty are manifestedein relation to this 
present life. On the foundation of morality in the nature of SM 
Oudworth, Treatise Ooneeming Eternal and ImmutdbU JioralUy, b. i. 
ch. iil ; b. iv. ch. iv. v. vL 
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divinify of his acts does not consist in their cruelly : 
they are attributed to him bemuse their infliction is 
an evidence of superiority ; perhaps, also, because their 
endurance is a test of heroism. Even the worship of an 
evil principle is a worship of power, not of vice. He 
causes vice in man, but he is not himself vicious ; for 
he transgresses no higher obligation of his own nature. 
He is worshipped, not as a moral governor to be obeyed, 
but as a malignant influence to be appeased ; and thus 
he is not, in the proper sense o? the term, God ; for his 
worship implies no duty of imitation or service.* The 
Deity, however falsely conceived, still represents a moral 
standard in the mihds of his worshippers : the idea of the 
perfect goodness of God, as implied in the imperfect 
goodness of man, may be corrupted and degraded, but 
is never wholly extinguished. The consciousness of 
right and wrong, of duty and disobedieSace, even in its 
most perverted form, involves the consciousness of a 
Being to whom duty and obedience are due; whose 
nature, however imperfectly represented, is necessarily 
conceived as moral ; and whose commands, emanating 
from that nature, ar^ manifested in the authority which 
they communicate to the moral principle in man. 

But though we hiave thus the direct testimony of 
consciousness to the existence of a supreme Being, on 
whom our life and weKare depend, and £rom whom our 
* Compare Hegel, Philotophie der BeligUm ( Werkt, x!L p. 178). 
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moral obligations emanate, the Being thus manifested 
does not yet realise t^ full idea of the Deity. For 
neither in dependence nor in moral obligation can we 
have an immediate intuition of the Infinite. The de- 
pendent is not absorbed iiv that on which it depends : 
the consciousness of our personal existence is not anni- 
hilated when we feel its relation to a higher power. 
Self and not-self still divide the universe of existence 
between them ; and neither can be regarded as exhaust- 
ing it* But that which coexists with the finite cannot be 

* ScWeiemiaclier {Der Christlkhe Olaube^ secs. 4, 6) maintains a dif- 
ferent view. He resolves the religious consciousness into a feeling of 
ahsolvie depmdeme, in which the consciousness of our own individuality 
and activity in relation to a distinct object of^ consciousneas disappears 
in that of a passive relation to the<^nfinite God. In this view he is fol- 
lowed by Mr. Morell, who says that man, **m the presence.of that which 
is self-existent, infinite and eternal, may feel the aense of freedom utterly 
pass away, and become absorbed in the sense of absolute dependence *' 
{Philosophy o/Eel^n, p. 75). Without dwelling on the difficulties and 
apparent contradictious involved in the notion of an absolute dependence 
which is at the same time a relative consciousness, this theory appears 
to be open to one fatal objection, namely, that it makes our moral and 
religious consciousness subversive of each other, and reduces us to the 
dilemma that either our faith or our practice must be founded on a 
delusion. The actual relation of man to God is the same, in whatever 
degree man may be conscious oWt. If man’i dependence upon God is 
really not destructive of his personal freedom, the religious conscious- 
ness, in denying that freedom, is a false consciousness. If, on the con- 
trary, man is in reality passively dependent upon God, the consciousness 
of moral responsibility, which bears witness to h» free agency, is a 
lying vdtness. When Schleiermacher assumes the existence of three 
degrees of consciousness — 1. That of the infant, in which there is no 
conscious distinction of the subject from its object ; 2. The middle state 
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itself positively conceived as infinite; otherwise the in- 
finite and the finite together mu^ be conceived as greater 
than the infinite. Nor yet can the finite be conceived 
as merged in the infinite ;*for this would be to conceive 
myself as existing and not existing at the same time. 
In like manner, it is impossible to conceive an infinite 
moral nature: for each moral attribute, as coexisting 
with others, limits and is limited by the rest; and 
the very conception of morality implies law, and 
law is itself a limitation. '$'el, on the other hand, we 
cannot escape from the conviction that the infinite does 
in some manner exist, and exists, though we know not 
how, along with the finite ; and though we can form no 

• -t ^ ^ ^ 

positive cofiception of its nati)!:ire, we cannot regard the 
limits of our conception as the limits of all possible 
existence. We Imow that, unless we admit the exist- 
ence of the infinite, the existence of the«fLnite is inexpli- 
cable and self-contradictory ; and yet we know that the 

of distinct relation between self ar d not-self ; and 8. The highest or 
religious consciousness, in which the relation again disappears — he 
overlooks the fact that the second and third are not successive stages in 
the mental development, but must alternate with each other during a 
man’s whole life ; the onecpresiding ovtr his moral duties, and the other 
ovef his religious feelings. On what ground is one of these states to be 
regarded as higher than ^e other, except in so far as it more truly re- 
veals to us our actual state in the sight of God, as free or absolutely 
dependent f Andos this state must be always the same, whether we 
are conscious of it or not, it follows, that in proportion as one of these 
states reveals to us the truth, the other must be regarded as testif^ng 
to a falsehood, 
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conception of the infinite itself appears to involve con- 
tradictions not less inexplicable. In this impotence of 
reason we are compelled to take refuge in faith, and to 
believe that an infinite being exists, though we know 
not how, and that he is thei,same with that being who 
is represented in consciousness as our sustainer and our 
lawgiver. For the contradictions involved in the denial 
of the infinite are positive, and definitely self-destruc- 
tive ; as we directly conceive the universe as limited, 
and yet as limited by nothing beyond itself; whereas 
the contradictions involved in the assumption that the 
infinite exists are merely negative, and might be soluble 
in a higher state of intelligence ; as, they mse merely 
from the impotence of tlionght, striving to reduce under 
the conditions of conceiy^bility that which is beyond its 
grasp. Thus they are not contradictions manifested in 
the infinite itselff but only limitations in our power of 
comprehension. We are compelled, therefore, by reason 
as well as by faith, to ackjjowledge that the infinite 
must exist ; though how it exists, reason strives in vain 
to fathom, and faith rests content with the duty of be- 
lieving what we cannot comprehend. 

Hence we are compelled to admit that Theology as 
well as Cosmology, viewed as a branch of philosophy, is 
not a true Ontology, but only a higher bind of Pheno- 
menology. We believe in the existence of an infinite 
God ; and we know also that we cannot conceive Him 
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as infinite. Our* highest conception of the Deity is still 
bounded by the conditions 'vf^ch bound all human 
thinking, and therefore cannot represent the Diety as 
He is, but only as He appears to us. Such a representa- 
tion, though sufficient for ^ the practical purposes of 
religion, is unable to satisfy in full the demands of a 
philosophical curiosity. But a sounder and more sober 
philosophy will tell us why those demands cannot he 
satisfied; — why the highest problems of speculative 
theology must and ought to 'Se abandoned as insoluble. 
It tells us that our whole consciousness is relative, and 
therefore cannot comprehend the absolute; that our 
whole consciousness is limited, and therefore cannot 
comprehend the infinite. It teUs us that a compre- 
hended infinite could be no infinite at all ; for compre- 
hension itself is a limitation ; and the unlimited must 
necessarily be the incomprehensible. I'o know Grod as 
He is, man must himself he God. The pantheist accepts 
this position, and identifier the Divine mind with the 
universal consciousness of mankind. The theist accepts 
it also, and is content to worship where he cannot 
understand. c 

K this limitation of philosophical theology be ad- 
mitted, the ground *of many a controversy, and the root 
of many a heresy, is cut from under it at the very com- 
mencement of inquiry. In acknowledging the exist- 
ence, and at the same time the incomprehensibility, of 
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the infinite, we at once confess that we have sufficient 
grounds for beKef, but riot for theory. If we have no 
conception of the infinite attributes of God as such, we 
may not so interpret those attributes as to place them 
in antagonism either to the direct testimony of con- 
sciousness or to the plain language of Scripture; nor 
yet, on the other hand, can we distinctly show their 
compatibility with either, though we are bound to 
believe it. How, for example, can we reconcile man’s 
free will with God’s foreknowledge? Bather, why should 
we attempt to do so, when in the attempt we must needs 
substitute our lin^ited conception of the Divine nature 
for that nature as it is ? We know ndt how an infimte 
intelligence contemplates^ sijccession in tinfe") we know 
not whether his consciousness is subject to the law of 
succession at all. Eternity, in relation to the Divine 
mind, may be, aS^ the schocJlmen said, a nuTic stct/tiSy in 
which there is no distinction of past, present, and future. 
Foreknowledge may be mer^^y a means of accommodat- 
ing the representation of Divine Omniscience to human 
faculties. To speculate in any^ direction— to adopt a 
theory of sdentia media oH the one hand, or of absolute 
predestination on the other — ^is to deify our own ignor- 
ance; to make the human conception the measure of 
the Divine reaHty. Why, again, cannot we conceive 
infinite power as undoing that which is already done . 
If the sun has risen this morning, vrhy can we not con- 
* * 2c 



386 


metaphysics; 


ceive that even Omnipotence can now cause that it shall 
not have risen? Simply because we cannot conceive 
infinite power at all ; — the limitation is not of omnipo- 
tence in itself, but of all power as the object of human 
thought How, again, can we reconcile the exercise of 
two Divine attributes with each other? How can infi- 
nite mercy pardon every sin, and yet infinite justice 
exact the utmost penalty ? How can we tell, when we 
can conceive justice and mercy only in their finite 
forms, as they are capable of existing in human con- 
sciousness ? It is obvious how the same principles may 
be applied to controversies concerning those deeper mys- 
teries of the Chriistian faith which rest on the evidence 
of revelatibn only. But into this sacred ground it would 
be foreign to our present argument to enter. 

OF THE EEAIi IN MOEALJTt. 

O 

The Ontology of Morals is subject to the- same limit- 
ations with that of Eeligiovt. If the standard of perfect 
and immutable morality is to be found only in the 
eternal nature of God, it follows that those conditions 
which prevent mancfrom attaining to a knowledge of the 
infinite as such, must also prevent him from attaining 
to more than a relative and phenomenal conception of 
morality. Aild, in truth, man’s moral, like liis religious 
consciousness, will vary according to his state of mental 
and moral culture : he may have higher or lower ideas 
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of duty, as he may have higher or lower ideas of God. 
But it does not therefore follow, as was maiutained by 
the sophists of old, that each man is the measure of all 
things to himself, and that morality is nothing more 
than the law which any m jn or nation chooses to enact 
for a certain time within a certain sphere.* The very 
expressions, a higher and a lower standard, imply that 
there are degrees of right and wrong, even in relative 
and limited morality ; — that one human conception of 
duty may be more perftct than another, even if none 
can attain to absolute perfection. There is such a thing 
as an enlightened and an unenlightened conscience; 
though no man may presume to s^that his own con- 
•science has attained to tl\p^eatest amount ef enlighten- 
ment of which even human nature is capable. It is a 

* So far from jjt, that the above ground is constantly taken hy the 
antagonists of the s^histical dociSine, for the express purpose of refut- 
ing it Thus Plato, in the Dialogue especially devoted to the refutation 
of the dogma of Protagoras, that man is the measure of all things,” 
asserts that some portion of evil nitist needs exist in our mortal nature, 
and that we must endeavour to escape from it hy an imitation, accord- 
ing to our power, of the Divine justice and holiness ( p. 176). 
And Aristotle, after stating, as opposed to his own view, the sophistical 
position that aU justice is con'^ntional an<^ variable, remarks— ica/m 
fCLpd ye rots Oeois fcrws oiSapus {Eth, Nic» v, 7)* Even the comic poet, 
in his Dialogue between the Unjust and the Jpst Discourse, representing 
respectively the sophists and their antagonists, puts into the mouth of 
the latter the same argument : — « 

A A, oiibk yhp ehfoi vdvv SlKify, 

At oiK elvM ; AA. 4»if>€ ykp, iroO *irruf ; 

AI. Tapd Toiai deois. (Aristoph. NubeSy 902.) 
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mark of the progressive character of natural morality 
and religion that no new advance in knowledge contra- 
^cts the prindplea which have previously been acknow- 
ledged by the conscience, however much it may modify 
tiie particular acts by which^ those principles are to be 
carried out. To be zealous in God’s service is a principle 
of religious duty common to Saul the persecutor and to 
Paul the apostle ; though its result in action is at one 
time to destroy the faith, and at another to preach it. 
And it is a mark of the same character that each fresh 
advance in moral and religious knowledge carries with 
it the immediate evidence of its own superiority, and 
takes its place in tjhie mind, not as a question to be 

c * ^ 

supported by argument, but as ^ axiom to be intuitively 
admitted. Each principle of this kind recommends 
itself to the minds of all who are capable of reflecting 
upon it, as true and irreversible so far a&it goes ; though 
it may represent but a limited portion of the truth, and 
be hereafter merged in somf higher and more compre- 
hensive formula. The principles, for example, that 
virtue, relatively to the human constitution, consists in 
observing a mean between two extremes, or in promot- 
ing the good of others, or in a reasonable self-love, all 
represent views containing a portion of truth ; though 
none can be coKsidered as exhausting the whole truth. 
While human nature is complex in itself, and suscep- 
tible of various relations and various duties arising out 



ONTOLOGY. 


389 


of those relations, it is not to be expected that all human 
virtue should be reducible to a single attribute, or cap- 
able of expression in a single formula. Yet its general 
character is not therefore doubtful, because it admits of 
being viewed in various, special aspects. Two men 
who differ in their definition of virtue will yet generally 
be agreed as to who is the virtuous man. “ Let me die 
the death of the righteous, and let my last end be like 
his,” expresses the conviction of one who, though far 
from righteous himself’was yet compelled to acknow- 
ledge the existence of a higher human standard than his 
own rule of conduct.* “As much as it has been dis- 
puted,” says Bishop Butler, “ wherein virtue consists, or 
whatever ground for Soiih.t there may berabOTit particu- 
lars; yet in general there is in reality an universally 
acknowledged standard of it. It is that which all ages 
and all countms have made profession of in public : it 
is that which every man you meet puts on the show of : 
it is that which the primaip^ and fundamental laws of all 
civil constitutions over the face of the earth make it 
their business and endeavour* to enforce the practice of 
upon mankind : — ^namely, justice, yeracity, and regard to 
common good.” 

Nevertheless, there is a useful lesson to be drawn 
from the frequent fluctuations of menfe moral theories, 

• See Bishop Butler’s Sermon on the Character of Balaam, 
t Dieaertaiion on the Nature of Virtue. 
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as weU as firom the general agreement of their practical 
confessions. It is not unusual for philosophers to reason 
as if they were possessed of an absolute, and not merely 
of a relative standard of morals ; — as if they had attained 
to the conception of eternal iporality, as it exists in the 
nature of God, instead of to that temporal manifestation 
of it which is adapted to a particular state of the consti- 
tution, and stage of the progress, of man. The works in 
which Kant and Fichte have attempted to construct an 
db priori criticism of revelation, hpon moral grounds, are 
remarkable instances of this departure from the limits 
of all sound philosophy.* Both assume that the sole 
purpose of revelatio^j must be to teach them morality ; 
and both asstone that the mo^ity thus taught must be 
identical to the minutest particular with the system 
attained by human philosophy ; — which last is supposed 
to be absolutely infallible. Hence Kant^ maintains that 
the revealed commands of God have no religious value 
except in so far as they are approved by the moral rea- 
son of man ; and Fichte lays down, among the criteria 
of a possibly true revelation, that it must contain no 
intimation of future ^reward on punishment, and must 
enjoin no moral rules which cannot be deduced from 
the principles of the {Aractical reason. Whereas, in truth, 
the principles o^ the practical reason are susceptible of 

* See Kant’s Bdigim ivmrhM der Oremm der hlosaen Vetmefift, 
and Fichte’s Vermch einet KrUik oiler OffcThbarung, 
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additional enlightenment with every stage of man’s pro- 
gress in this life (and it may be also with every stage of 
his progress in the life to come, and revelation, in two 
sentences, has conveyed to^ us a principle of human 
morals, which the philosophy of ages had toiled after in 
vain, and which the philosophy of a later day has been 
content to borrow without acknowledgment, and to per- 
vert in attempting to improve : — “ Thou shalt love the 
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, 
and with all thy strength, «nd with all thy mind ; and 
thy neighbour as thyself.” • 

OF THE REAL IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF TASTE. 

T • 

With the Ontology.ef Mor^s is not unfrequently 
associated that of Taste. The goo4, and the beautiful 
were in the Gj eek language often expressed by the same 
word; and are* by .many ’regarded as alike expressing 
absolute and immutable principles, equally independent 
of human opinion, and eqlally objects of philosophical 
inquiry.^ But, in truth, the object of the so-called 
Philosophy of ^Esthetics appeats, even in its highest form, 

* See Kant’s criticism and attempted explanation of these precepts, 
KrUik der prdktisehen Vemun/tf B. L Hanptst. iii. (p. 209, ed Rosen- 
kranz). * 

t See especially M. Cousin’s Lectures, Du Vrai, du Becm, et du 
Bieriy where absolute beauty is referred to the sam/ divine standard with 
absolute goodness and absolute truth.: and so Hutcheson entitles his 
treatise An Inquiry inio the Original of mr Ideas of Beauty and Firtue* 
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to have far less of an absolute and immutable character 
than belongs to the objects of Metaphysical inquiry, even 
within the limits to which they have been confined in 
the preceding pages. The ^beauty of an object appears 
to depend, not so much on^the character of the object 
itself, as on the feeling of pleasure which it excites in 
the spectator ; and this, again, on the accidents of his 
present constitution.* This appears to be the case even 
with the moral beauty of an action, when that quality 
is viewed apart from the othen ingredients of its moral 
character. The consciousness that a certain action is 
morally pleasing to me is not necessarUy connected with 
that of its moral : 5 pctitude ; though the two have fre- 
quently beenljpnfounded together in the various theories 
concerning the moral s6nse.f jfeut it is easy to conceive 
that moral obligatibn might remain undiminished, even 
if no gratification were deriyable fron^j the observance 
of it; while, on the contrary, it seems impossible to 
conceive the existence of obligation to be pleased 
apart from the apprehension of the moral character of 
the act. The beauty of sensible objects appears to ex- 

* See Kant, Kritik der Urtheilskrtiftf secs. 1, 6, 16 ( fFerke, iv. 
pp. 46, 56, 76). The sublime, as well as the beautiful, is admitted by 
Eant to be not a quality of things, but a feeling of our superiority over 
nature (ibid. sec. 28, p. 12^). Some masterly remarks on the nature 
and origin of our feelings of pleasure, in relation to the beautiful and 
the sublime, will bS found in Sir W. Hamilton’s Ledtv/rea on Meta* 
phyoicBt Lect xlvi. 

t See above, p. 163. 
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Mbit still more fully the marks of a merely phenomenal 
and relative character. A slight change in the shape 
and refractive power of the eye would alter all our per- 
ceptions of the form and cplour of objects, and, with 
them, the impressions of beauty and deformity derived 
from this source. And if the senses themselves are con- 
fined to the apprehension of phenomena, how can the 
beauty of the objects of sense lay claim to a Mgher cha- 
racter? Can we then assert that sensible beauty is a 
reflection and imitation* oT ideal beauty, in the same 
manner and degree in which our perceptions of moral 
duty aim at and imply a divine standard of right and 
wrong ? ■ Even the fluctuation in opinions of vari- 
ous individuals and n^t^ns, though far "from being a 
decisive criterion in any case, appears to be acknow- 
ledged by the general sense of mankind to be a test 

more conclusivoiin questions of taste than in those of 
* 

truth or rectitude. The very name tad& seems to imply 
something subjective, and, tp a considerable extent, arbi- 
trary. The maxim, “ Be, gustibus non dispviandvm est,” 
may be the exaggerated expression of a popular convic- 
tion ; but, at any rate, ifc carries n9 such shock to the 
natural feelings of mankind as does the sophistical as- 
sertion that the distinctions between’ truth and falsehood, 
virtue and vice, are based on convent^n, and not on 
nature. Nor is it difficult to detect the foundation of 
truth wMch underlies the exaggeration. The maxim is 
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trae, in so far as it virtually asserts tliat beauty is sub- 
jective, not objective ; an affection of the person who is 
conscious of it, existing only in and by that conscious- 
ness, not a permanent quality existing in things, and 
capable of being expressed ^y a general notion.* But 
it is exaggerated, in so far as it apparently denies the 
existence of a common sense of beauty among men of 
cultivated minds, by virtue of which similar affections 
will be produced in different minds by the same objectf 
But this admission, while it'sdves the standard of taste 
from the charge of arbitrariness and instability, at the 
same time removes the philosophy of taste from the 
province of Ontology, and limits it to a Psychological 
investigaliioiia'of those relation^ b'etween the imagination 

and the understanding which give rise to the conscious- 

% • 

ness of beauty in an object actually present. + 

% 

* See Kant, KrUik der UrtheilArafty seg. Vj\Werhc, iv. p. 81). 

t See Kant, Kritik der UrtheiUkraftf secs. 6, 22. Kant resolves 
the feeling of beauty into an indefinite consciousness oi fitness wUh re- 
ference to an end (Zweckmassigkeitf, but without the representation of 
any definite end. He admits, however, that this consciousness is merely 
subjective, and that there can Ve no objective rule, capable of determin- 
ing beauty by conceptions. Similarly Jouffroy, in his Cours d'Esthe- 
tique^ regards the feeling«of beauty as*a sympathy with the expression 
of active force (as distinguished from inert matter) developing itself in 
conformity with its end# Here, again, the action of the force is not 
perceived in the object, but supplied by the imagination of the spec- 
tator. % 

t See Kant, Kritik der Uriheilskraft, sec. 34. 
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CONCLUSION. 

We have thus indicated, mther than discussed, some 
of the manifold aspects of ibe great fundamental prob- 
lem, which, various in its external forms, but one in its 
real import, has stimulated the researches of thoughtful 
men in aU ages, under the names, used for the most part 
synonymously, of First Philosophy, Ontology, or Metai- 
physics : — the problem, *namely, to distinguish that 
which is from that which seems to he. Whether we look 
to its earliest defyiite statement, in the dogma of Par- 
menides, that Being is one and unchaft)geable, and that 
variety exists only in tfie fctficy of men*; oi ?o the boast 
of Zeno, that he would gxplain all things, if there were 
only given to him the. One; — whether we examine 
Plato’s conception of the dbiei;ce of Dialectic, as that 
which contemplates real existence by the aid of the pure 
intellect, illuminated by th<^ brightness emanating from 
the essential form of good ; or ask the question which 
the same philosopher describes as embracing at once 
the deepest mysteries of* philosophy and the pettiest 
quibbles of sophistry. How can the one be many or the 
many one ? — ^whether we adopt AriStotle’s definition of 
the First Philosophy, as the science whi<^ contemplates 
being as being, and the attributes which belong to it as 
such; or, with Descartes, assume the fact of our own 
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perBonal existence, manifested in consciousness, as the 
one primary and indubitable truth; — whether, with 
Leibnitz, we regard the sensible world as composed of 
an aggregate of unextended monads or metaphysical 
points ; or, with Eant, diviiie objects into noumena and 
phenomena, things as they are in themselves, and things 
as they are related to human faculties ; or, with Fichte, 
postulate the existence of an absolute self, implied by 
though not given in consciousness ; or, with Schelling, 
attempt by intellectual intmfion to reach the point of 
indifference in which the relations of subject and object 
are merged in the identity of botlj ; or, with Hegel, 
found a philosophy on the hypothesis of an absolute 
thought, idSdtical with absolute being, and susceptible 
of development into the varioivs modes of personal and 
impersonal finite existence; or, with Herbart, find a 
common object of all metaphysical in<rairie8 in the solu- 
tion of the contradictions which present themselves in 
experience ; in aU these, and other different statements, 
we recognise only verbal varieties of one and the same 
fundamental distinction; — a distinction which, how- 
ever perverted in ariiificial systems, must have a natural 
origin in the human mind ; which must be given in one 
mode of conscioushess, or else it could not have been 
invented in any. 

We have endeavoured to ascertain the primary and 
presentative fact of conscimisness in which this distinc- 
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tion is given, — a fact upon which all the secondary and 
representative varieties of it must be based ; and thus 
to fix the limits within which a Science of Being is 
possible, and beyond which ^ cannot be carried. This 
fact seems to be discoverabl^p in the relation between a 
permanent self and its successive modifications, which 
forms the condition of all human consciousness. If 
this be admitted. Ontology, in the highest sense of the 
term, becomes identified with Psychology ; and the future 
task of the metaphysiciaii will consist in exhibiting the 
conditions involved in the idea of personal existence, 
and solving the difficulties to which that idea appears 
to give rise. To attempt to accoQiidish this task in 
detail would require a* greater space,* thwl a more 

• 9 

minute examination, than is possible within the reason- 
able limits of a work li|je the present. We must con- 
tent ourselves with having pt)inted out the fact that such 
problems exist, and stated the reasons for believing that 
they are not to be abandoned as insoluble. 

■ Beyond the range of personal existence we have no 
positive conception of real being, save in the form of 
Idiose more permanent phenomena which constitute our 
general conceptions of certain objects, as distinguished 
from the transitory phenomena with which those con- 
ceptions are at certain times associated, ^ere Ontology 
is but a higher kind of Phenomenology; its object is 
not a thing in itself, but a thing as we are compelled to 
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conceive it : and to attempt to give to this branch of 
philosophy a more absolute character is to substitute 
negative ideas for positive — ^to desert thoughts, and to 
take refuge in words which have no real meaning, save 
in relation to a different mofie of consciousness. We do 
not, therefore, attempt to solve the higher problems of 
Cosmology and Theology, nor even to indicate the con- 
ditions under which they might be solved. But we have 
attempted to show why they are insoluble, and what is 
the origin of that delusion trlilch has led men in various 
ages to fancy their solution possible, and to devise sys- 
tems for accomplishing it. The failures of great minds 
are often not less* instructive than their successes ; and 
the time tKat is spent in ^y^ndering among the mazes 
of metaphysical speculation will not be wholly lost, if it 
teach us that knowledge which it is the end and aim 
of all sound philosophy to inculcate, -athe knowledge of 
ourselves and of our faculties ; of what we may and 
what we may not hope to wjcomplish ; of the laws and 
limits of Eeason; and, by consequence, of the just 
claims of Faith. ^ 
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his distinction between the 
phenomenal and real 
self^ 368 

his proof of the existence 
of God, 372, 377 


Kant, his theory of the auto- 
nomy of the will, 377 
' his criticism of revelation, 
390 

his theory of beauty, 392, 
394 

Language, origin of, 47 

relation to thought, 187, 
293 

unites individual attri- 
butes, 201 

Latent modifications of mind, 
135 

Leibnitz, his distinction be- 
tween intuitive and sym- 
bolical knowledge, 40, 
189 

his monads, 42 
lps% distinction of cogni- 
tioilfi ^ clear, obscure, 
^ etc., 46, 136 
on perception as imply- 
ing previous perception, 
87 

Limitation, consciousness of, 373 

Locke, his use of the term re- 
flection, 67 

on sensation and reflection, 
143 

on general ideas, 217 

^ on innate ideas, 272 

on the limits of thought, 
276 

fiis account of substance, 
327 

Locomotive faculty, 95, 113 
dependent on will, 95 
cognisant pf an external 
world, 95 

manner of its exertion, 97 

Logic, 194, 230 
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Mackintosh, Sir James, on the 
association of ideas, 245 
Magnitude, perception of, 124 
.Matter, denied hj Berkeley and 
Hume, 330, ‘332 
Peripatetic theory of, 333 
Memory same faculty as imagi- 
nation and hope, 141 
Mental association, Hamilton’s 
theory o^ 233. See. also 
Association 

Mesmerism, etc., possible expla- 
nation of, 178 

Metaphysics, origin of the name, 
2 

signification of term, 2, 
23 

definition of, 6, 26 
ancient treatment of, 1 1 
problem of, 12 f ^ 
Aristotsluqig^^rft 
division into two brancjies, 
27 

dogmatic, 285 • 

subdivisions of, 289 
of matter, equivalent to 
the principles of phy- 
sics, 350 

Mill, James, on association of 
ideas, 239, 240 
denies the existence of 
power in causation, 26^ 
Molyneux, his Correspondence 
with Locke oil vision, 126 
Moral faculty, 158 * 

sense, theory of, 161 
judgment, true nature and 
origin of, 165 
obligation, indicative of 
God’s existence, 377 
Homl judgments, necessity of, 
explained, 260 


Morality, the real in, 386 
MoreU, J. D., on consciousness 
in brutes, 50 
on the theory of vision, 
128 

Muller, on consciousness of ex- 
M tension in senses, 86 

f on sensitive consciousness, 
98 

on notion of an external 
world, 99 
on vision, 122 

Muller, Julius, his criticism of 
Kant’s theory of morals, 
' 377 

on morality as placed in 
the will of God, 379 
Muscular sense, 101 

Nboessabt truths, 248 
logical, 250, 253 
« %, mathematical, 250, 253 
moral, 251, 260 
inetaphysical, 251, 261 
Necessity, phy^cal, 251 
Notions, gem^jal, 215 

their, relation to time, 37 
Nunneley, Mr., his experiment 
^on a blind patient, 127 

Object and subject, their 
tion to eacSl other, 54 
Objective and Suljective, meaning 
of the terms, 55 
Obligation, moral, 377 
Ontology, 283 

three fundamental ideas 
in, 290 

necessary conditions of, 
323 

to be identified with psy- 
chology, 397 
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Panthxibm eqTiiyalent to athe- Pleasure and pain, distinction 
ism, 372 from right and wrong, 

Passions, 151 159 

general definition of^ 153 Plurality and uuity, Aristotle’s 
distinguished from emo- theory o^ 18 

tions, 164 Postils, etymology of term com- 

Perception, proper, definition o^ pared with that of Meta^hy- 

68 0 rics, 2 

referred to the intellect. Potential and actual, Aris- 
86 totle’s distinction between, 

signification of term, 67, 17 

92 Presentative consciousness, 33, 


Perceptions, acquired, 116 
Personal identity, 366 
Personality, its relation to v#l> 
tion, 175 

consciousness of, 180, 356 
in ontology, 364 
two necessary* conditions 
of (time and free agency), 
360 • 

primary fact in a 
of being, 396 

Phenomenon distinguished from 
being, 8, 396 ^ • 

Philosophy, definition of term, d 
speculative, its division 
according to Aristotle, 5 
Physics, principles and result^ 
of, equivalent to the meta- 
physics of matter, 360 
Plato, his Dialectidf 12, 396 
on desire as distinct from 


54 

distinguished from repre- 
sentative, 40 
distinctive feature, 62 
forms (of space and time), 
59 

matter of (experience), 66 
diyided into external and 
inteiffiq^jntmtion, 145 
Priestley, Dr., on the associa- 
tion of ideas, 245 
Primary eind secondary qualities 
of body, 106 

directly perceived only in 
our own organism, 108 
correspond to the Aristo- 
telian common and pro- 
per sensibles, 109 
enumeration and charac- 
^ teristics of each, 110, 
113 


volition, 172 

quoted on unity and plu- 
rality in concepts, 227 
on morality, 387 ^ 

Pleasure and pain, relative 
nature of, 129 

. relation to emotion and 
passion, 166 


distinguished from se- 
cundo-primary qualities, 
113 

Psycholbgy, how it distinguishes 
between various mental 
powers, 195 

rational and empirical 
distinguished, 291 
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Psychology, rational, character 
of, 293 

the real in, 354 
should include ontology, 
397 

Qualities of body, 105 * 

Rational psychology, 293 
theology, 207 

Real, in consciousness (ontology), 
283, 336 

theories of, not founded on 
consciousness, 325 
Reality distinguished from ap- 
pearance, 337 
conclusion on, 395 
Reason and understanding, un- 
necessary distinctions, 280 
Reasoning, 227 • , 

matter aiyT.ftrm of, 228, 
230 ^ 

laws of, 229 

Reflective consciousness, 183 
Reflection, Lockers use of term, 
67, 143 

Reid, Dr., his theory of con- 
sciousness, 24 
on sensation and percep- 
tion, 68 

on the locality of sound, 
77 

on the primary qualities of 
body, 106 | 

on attention, 131 
on imagination and con- 
ception, 137 • 

on substance, 327 
Representation, various mean- 
ings of the term, 183, 184 
, Representative consciousness, 
183 


Representative consciousness 
distinguished from pre- 
sentative, 40 
form ofi 190 

Resistance, its reference to sen- 
sation, 96 

f attributes contained under, 

$ 113 

Right and wrong. See Moral 
Faculty 

Royer - Collard on the idea of 
substance as derived from 
self, 265 

SopiPTiciSM, tropes of, 342 
Schelling, philosophy of, 306 
Schleiermacheris theory of ab- 
solute dependence, 381 
Secondary qualities of body, 88 
Secundo - primary qualities of 
I b(ady, 113 

: S®f, consciousness of, 1 80 
Sensation, signification of term, 

• 67 

♦ proper, definition of, 68 

• its relation to perception, 
•86 

belongs to mind, not to 
f body, 90 

function of the nerves in, 
92 

muscuftr, 101 
Sensations, acquired, 129 
Senses, the five, 70, 84 

psychological characteris- 
tics of^ 84 

^classification of, different 
^f^om that of thought, 
196 

indicate appearance, and 
not reality, 88, 341 
Sensibles, proper, 88 
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Shaftesbury, Lord, his criticism 
of Locke’s use of the word 
innaUj 273 

Shelley on local association of 
ideas, 240 

Sight, sense of, 78 
object of^ 79, 80 
» not immediately cognisani 
of extra-organic world, 7 9. 
Be$ Vision 

Sleep, mental phenomena of, 1 7 9 

Smell, 71 

true object of, 72 
conveys no knowledge of 
extra-organic i 

Space as a form of intuitive con- 
sciousness, 59 
as the basis of necessity 
in geometryf 268 

Solidity, perception of, 126 

Soul, its simplicity and« im- 
mortality cannot be 
strated, 370 

Stewart, Dugald, on meanihg of 
word Metg,physic8, 2* 
his condemn^on of onto» 
logy, 10 • 

his definition of perception, 
69 « 

on the primary qualities of 
body, 106 

on attention connected 
with consciousness, 132 
on imagination and con- 
ception, 138 

on the theory of morals, 
160 • 
on volition in sle%), 177 
on mathematical axioms, 
213 

Subject and object, their relar 
tion to^each other, 55 


Subjective and Objective^ meaning 
of the terms, 54 
Substance, Aristotle’s senses of 
the term, 17 
principle of, 261 
Locke’s account of, 327 
I Syllogism, Kant’s theory of, 230 
matter of the, 228 
Symbols, necessary to (incep- 
tion, 202 


Taste, sense of, compared with 
smell, 74 
object of, 75 
philosophy of, 391 
Theology, Aristotle’s view of, 6, 
12 

rational, 291, 297, 371 
Thought, S3, 63 

three stfcq^ivorepresenta- 
^ tions in, 40 
form of, 190 

distinguished from intui- 
tion, 53 

Kant’s categories of, 193 
laws of, 209, 225, 231 
contingent, 234 
necessary, 233 
limits of, 275, 353 
office of, 191 
^ matter of, 193 
operations of, 194 
reducible to comparison, 
*198 

relative to judgment, 225 
Time all a form of intuitive con- 
sciousness, 64 
a condition of personality, 
360 

Touch, sense of, 81 

sensations belonging to, 81 
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Touch, not immediately cogni> Volition, 171, 269 

sant of external world, distingoiahed from desire, 

171 

immediate consciouBness of 
self in, 176 


81 

often confounded with lo- 
comotive faculty, 81 
Truth and fedsehood, 161 
Truths, necessary, 248 ^ 

Understanding and reason, un- 
necessary distinctions, 280 
Unity and plurality, Aristotle’s 
theory of, 18 

Virtue, 388 

Vision, acquired perceptions of, 
118 

erect, 127 

single, with two eyes, 125 
Vives, Ludovicus, on the associ- 
ation of ideas, 241 


essential characteristic of, 
( 176 

suspended in sleep, 177 
an element of personality, 
362 

Whewell, Dr., on the theory 
of a moral sense, 167 
Will Volition 
Wplfljn intuitive and sjrmholi- 
cal cognition, 189, 202 
on intuitive generalisation, 
200 

on symbolical intuitions, 
202, 204 
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